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2- Statutory   Reference 

AfflCNISTRAIIVE OFFICE OF THK CQPaiS 

(Article 26, Sections 6 - 10, Maryland Code, 1957) 

6. Administrative office created; appointment, tenure and compensation of directorj seal. 

ftiere ia hereby created an administrative office of the courts, liiich shall be headed by a director who 
shall be appointed by the chief judge of the Court of Appeals of Maryland and shall hold office duiing the pleasure 
of the chief judge of the Court of Appeais of Maiyland. Said director shall receive such compensation as shaj.1 be 
provided in the State budget, and may be a full or part time employee engaged in other employment by the State. The 
administrative office of the Courts diall have a seal in such form as shall be approved by the chief Judge of the 
Court of Appeals of Maryland and judicial notice shall be talcen of such seal by the courts of this State. 

7. Appointment and compensation of employee; director'and employees not to engage in practice of law. 

The director shall have pcwer, with the approval of the chief judge of the Court of Appeais of Maryland, to 
appoint such stenographers, clerical assistants and other employees as he shall deem necessary to cariy out the per- 
formance of his duties, and the persons so appointed shall receive such condensation as shall be provided in the 
State budget. During his term office or en^loyment, neither the director nor any employee of the administrative 
of lice of the courts *all engage directly or indirectly in the practice of law in this State. 

8. Duties of director. 

Die director shall, under the supervision and direction of the chief judge of the Court of Appeals of 
Maryland: 

(a) Examine the state of the docloets of the courts and determine the need for assistance by any courtj 

(b) Malce recommendations to the chief judge relating to the assignment of judges where courts are in need 
of assistance and carry out the directions of the chief Judge as to the assignments of Judges to 
places where the courts are in need of assistance; 

(c) Collect and compile statistical and other data and malce reports of the business transacted by the 
courts and transmit the same to the chief judge to the end that proper action may be taKen in respect 
tnereto; 

(d) Prepare and submit budget estimates of state appropriations necessary rcr the maintenance and oper- 
ation of the judicial system and maKe recommendations in respect thereto; 

(e) Draw all requisitions for the payment out of state moneys appropriated for the maintenance and oper- 
ation of the judicial system; 

{.£)    Collect statistical and other data and make reports relating to the expenditures of public moneys, 
state am local, for tne maintenance and operation of the judicial system and the offices connected 
therewith; 

(g.) Obtain reports from clerks of courts in accordance with law or rules adopted by the Court of Appeals 
or the chief Judge on cases and other judicial business in which action has been delayed beyond 
periods of time specified by law or rules of court and make report thereof to the chief judge; 

{h)    ^'ornmlate and submit to the chief judge recommendations of policies for the improvement of the ju- 
dicial system; and 

(i) Perform such other duties as may be assigned to him by the chief judge. (1955, ch. 3U3.) 

9. Judges, etc., to comply with requests for information and statistical data. 

i      The judges, clerks of court, and all other officers, state and local, shall comply with all requests, as 
may be approved by the chief judge of the Court of Appeals, made by the director or his assistants for infomation 
and statistical data bearing on the state of the dockets of such courts and such other infomation as may reflect 
the business transacted by them and the eaqpenditure of public moneys for the maintenance and operation of the ju- 
dicial system. 

10. Annual report. 

ITie director shall make and publish an annual report of the affairs of his office in such form, at such 
time and containing such information as may be approved by the chief judge of the Court of Appeals. 



JODICIAL CIRCUH3 - RESnfflNT JUDGES - CLERKS OF COURTS 
3. 

CLERK OF COURT CHIEF lOTUTT CLERK COUNTT SEAT RESIDENT JUDGE 

First Judicial Circuit 

Dorchester County * 
Somerset County # 
WLcomico County * 
Worcester County * 

Philip L. Cannon 
Grace J. Barnes 
Joseph W. T. Smith 
Frank W. Hales 

Cora McNarara 
G. Elmer Brown 
Madlyn L. Smith 
G. Kendn Burbage 

Cambridge 
Princess Anne 
Salisbuiy 
Snow Hill 

Hon. H. Laird Henry*..Jr. 
Hon. E. KbMaster Duer 
Hon. Rex A. Taylor 
Hone 

Second Judicial Circuit 

Caroline County * 
Cecil Counlgr 
Kent County 
Queen Anne County 
Talbot County 

D. Ralph Horsey 
W. Andrew Seth 
W. Henry Gsell 
T. Sorden Pippin 
John T. Baynard 

Gerald M. Pine 
Ellis F. Hawke 
Mary A. Pennington 
Nellie B. Whiteley 
Emily D. Wheedleton 

Donton Hon. J. DeWeese Carter 
KLkton Hon. Edward D. E. Rollins 
Chastertown None 
Centreville Hon. Thomas J. Keatingj. Jr. 
Easton None 

ndrd Judicial Circuit 

Baltimore County 

Harford County 

Walter J. Rasmussen  0. T. Gosnell 

Garland R. Greer    Donald 0. Smith 

Towson 

Bel Air 

Hon. John B. Gontrum 
Hon. Lester L. Barrett 
Hon. John E. Raine, Jr. 
Hon. W. Albert Menchine 
Hon. Stewart 0. Day 

Fourth Judicial Circuit 

AUegany County 
Garrett County 
Washington County 

Joseph E. Boden 
Richard L. Davis 
G. Merlin Snyder 

Elizabeth S. Wiebel 
Daniel Lester White 
W. Edward Heimel 

Cumberland 
Oakland 
Hagerstown 

Hon. Morgan C. Harris 
Hon. Neil C. Fraley 
Hon. D. K. McLaughlin 

Fifth Judicial Circuit 

Carroll County 
Anne Arundel County 

Howard County 

G. Bucher John 
George T. Cromwell. 

Rofcy H. Mullinix 

H. Maus Rinehart 
ELleanor G. Owings 

William M. Gaither 

Westminster 
Annapolis 

Ellicott City 

Hon. James E. BoyIan, Jr. 
Hon. Benjamin Michaelson 
Hon. Matthew S. Evans 
Hon. James Macgill 

Sixth Judicial Circuit. 

Frederick County * 
Montgomery County * 

Kills C. Wachter 
Clayton K. Watldns 

Arthur H. Lambert 
Margaret E. Scherrer 

Frederick       Hon. Patrick M. Schnauffer 
Rockville       Hon. Thomas M. Anderson 

Hon. Kathiyn J. Lawlor 
Hon. John R. Reeves 

Seventh Judicial Circuit 

Calvert County J. Lloyd Bowen 
Charles County Patrick C. Mudd 
Prince George's County * W. Waverly Webb 

B. Laveille Hance 
Dorothy H. Posey 
Roberta B. Laughton 

St. Mary's County C. Benedict Greenwell Mary R. Fowler 

Prince Frederick 
La Plata 
Upper Marlboro 

Leonardtown 

Hon. John B. Gray, Jr. 
Hon. J. Dudley Digges 
Hon. Charles C. Marbury 
Hon. John R. Fletcher 
Hon. Philip H. Dorsey, Jr. 

Eighth Judicial Circuit 

Baltimore City Court 

Common Pleas 

Superior Court 

Criminal Court 

Circuit Court 

Circuit Court No. 2 

John 0. Rutherford 

Frank C. Robey 

James F. Carney 

Lawrence R. Mooney 

Henry J. Ripperger 

G. Gordon Kirby 

Edwin J. Dickerson 

Charles F. Evans 

Robert H. Bouse 

George F. J. Brown 

Joseph C. Mazziotte 

Raleigh E. Stokes 

Baltimore City Hon. Emoiy H. Niles 
Hon. John T. Tucker 
Hon. Charles E. Moylan 
Hon. E. Paul Mason 
Hon. Michael J. Manley 
Hon. 3. Ralph Wamken 
Hon. Joseph R. Byrnes 
Hon. Joseph L. Carter 
Hon. James K. Cullen 
Hon. Reuben Oppenheimer 
Hon. Edwin Harlan 
Hon. Anselm Sodaro 
Hon. Joseph Allen 

COURT OF APPEALS 

J. Lloyd Young, Cleric Virginia Tate Sandrock, 
Chief Deputy 

* Closed Saturdays 







6. COURTS   OF   MARYLA 

Administrative Oi'flce 
of the Courts 

Assists the Chief Judge in 
the performance of his ex- 
tra- judiciaJ. duties as aa- 
ninistrative head of the 

State Judicial.system 

COURT OF APPEALS 

Chief Judge ana 
four associates 

Has appellate juris- 
diction only. 

Board of Law 

Examiners 

FIRST 
Judicial Circuit 

(3 Judges) 

SECOND 
Judicial Circuit 

-(3 Judges) 

THIRD 
Judicial Circuit 

(5 Judges) 

FOURTH 
Judicial Circuit 

(3 Judges) 

FIFTH 
Judicial Circuit 

(k  Judges) 

SIXTH 
Judicial Circuit 

(U Judges) 

SEVENTH 
Judicial Circuit 

(5 Judges) 

EIGffi'H 
Judicial Circuit 

(13 Judges) 

The Circuit Courts for the Counties hear criminal and civil law cases, both jury and non-juiy; matters arising in 
Equity are heard without a jury, other than a few instances where legislative action has provided for a jury trial. 
They also hear appeals from the Trial Magistrates and flora administrative agencies. With the exception of the 
courts in Allegany, Montgonery, Prince George^ and Washington counties they have jurisdiction in Juvenile causes. 

Supreme Bench of Baltimore City 

Not a conventional court; as- 
signs its members to the trial 
courts and makes rules govern- 
ing those courts; admits at- 
torneys to practice, holds dis- 
barment proceedings, hears 
motions for new trials in cri- 
minal cases. 

Superior Court 
Court1 of 

Common Pleas 
Baltimore 
City Court 

• 
These courts have current original Jurisdiction 
in civil law cases, jury and non-juiy; also 
special jurisdiction, i.e., appeals from 
People's Court and administrative agencies. 

Criminal Court 

• 
Criminal Cases, including ap- 
peals from Magistrates; also 
cases referred from Domestic 
Relation Division of the Su- 
preme Bench, 
(a) Youth Court 

Circuit Court 
Circuit Court       No. 2 

•   • 
All Equity cases 
(b) Division for Juvenile Causes 
(c) Also cases referred tcm Dom- 

estic Relation Division of 
the Supreme Bench. 

Judges 
at Large 

• 
Assist in any 
of the Courts 

OTHKK  COUHTS 

'ittlAL MftGio'lttAThS 

Trial magistrates in counties have Jurisdiction 
in petty criminal oases, their jurisdiction in 
civil matters varies ITora »luo.00 to fciUUO.UO. 
In Baltimore City 11 trial magistrates desig- 
nated as Police Magistrates, try petty criminal 
cases; six magistrates preside in Traffic Court 
with exclusive jurisdiction over cases arising 
under the Motor Vehicle Laws. Appeals lie to 
the Circuit Courts or to the Criminal Court of 
Baltimore• 

OKPHAWS1 COUKT 

One in each county and in Baltimore 
City, with three Judges in each court; 
jurisdiction .over administration of 
estates of decedents . and minors. 
Appeals lie to the Circuit Court 
level as well as to the- Court of Ap- 
peals* 

PEOHiE'S COUKT 

In Baltimore City presided over by a Chief Judge 
and three associates; exclusive jurisdiction in 
civil law cases where the amount involved is 
$100.00 or less, and concurrent jurisdiction with 
Eighth Judicial Circuit courts where the amount 
inrolved is between $100.00 and $1000*00. It is 
a court of record. People's Courts with juris- 
diction in petty civil law matters also have been 
established in Baltimore and Montgomery counties* 
The right of appeal is provided. 



MARILAND JUDICIAL CONFEREHCB 

The Thirteenth Annual meeting of the Maryland Judicial Confer- 

ence was held in Baltimore, January 23rd and 21|th, 1958 concurrently 

with the mid-winter meeting of the Maryland State Bar Association. At 

these meetings papers on legal subjects, both procedural and substantive, 

are read and there is an exchange of ideas .with respect to subjects of 

mutual interest. 

Included in the Conference agenda, in addition to a report by 

the director of the Administrative Office of the Courts, were four formal 

addresses by guests, as well as round-table discussions lead by members 

of the Conference to whom specific subjects previously had been assigned. 

Topics of the former group were: "Tentative Draft - Maryland Rules of 

Procedure - 'Special Proceedings"*, "The Family and The Court in Baltimore", 

"Proposed Rule Relating to Habeas Corpus Procedure" and "What the Psychia- 

trist Can Contribute In Juvenile and Custody Cases". 

Round-table discussion covered a variety of subject matter. 

They follow: 

1) The Desirability of Judicial Conference Sponsorship of a 
Uniform State-wide Juiy and Grand Jury Manual. 

2) line  Place of the Demurrer to the Evidence Rule in an 
Equity Case. 

3) The Professional Bondsman - Problems of Administration. 

h)  Multiple Defendants - Directed Verdict vs. Motion for 
Judgment N.O.V. as to One Defendant. 

5) Should the State in a Criminal Case be Given an Un- 
limited Right of Appeal and If Wot, At Least a Limited 
Right in Order to Obtain Advisory Instructions From the 
Court of Appeals. 

Membership of the Conference consists of the judges of the eight 



8. 

judicial circuits of Maryland and of the Court of Appeals. They are, in 

order of seniority: 

Hon. Frederick W# Brune (a) 
Hon. WLlliam L. Henderson (b) 
Hon. Hall Hammond (b) 
Hon. Stedman Prescott (b) 
Hon. Williajn R. Homey (b) 

Hon. Eraoiy H. Niles (c) Hon. Rex A. Taylor 
Hon. James E. Boylan, Jr. (c) Hon. Stewart Day 
Hon. John B. Gray, Jr. (c) Hon. Thomas M. Anderson 
Hon. Charles C. Marbuiy Hon. Neil C. Fraley 
Hon. Patrick M. Schnauffer (c) Hon. John R. Fletcher 

Hon. W. Laird Henry, Jr. (c)     Hon. James Macgill 
Hon. John T. Thicker Hon. D. K. McLaugilin 
Hon. Charles E. Moylan Hon. Kathryn J. Lawlor 
Hon. John B. Gontrum (c)        Hon. Lester L. Barrett 
Hon. E. Paul Mason. Hon. Reuben Oppenheimer 

Hon. Michael J. Manley Hon. Edwin Harlan 
Hon. Benjamin Michaelson Hon. John R. Reeves 
Hon. S. Ralph wamken Hon. Philip H. Dorsey, Jr. 
Hon. J. DeWeese Carter (c) Hon. John E, Raine, Jr. 
Hon. J. Dudley Digges Hon. Anselm Sodaro 

Hon. Morgan C. Harris (c) Hon. Joseph Allen 
Hon. Joseph R. Byrnes Hon. Matthew S. Evans 
Hon. Joseph L. Carter Hon. Edward D. E. Rollins 
Hon. E. McMaster Duer Hon. Thomas J. Keating, Jr. 
Hon. James K. Cullen Hon. W. Albert Menchine 

(a) Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals 
(b) Associate Judge of the Court of Appeals 
(c) Chief Judge 

The Maiyiand Constitution, prior to its 1953 amendment, provided 

that from and after January 1, ±9U5  there be at least three judges in each 

of the first seven judicial circuits in the state, with no two judges to 

reside in any one county, other than Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George's 

and Allegany County. At this date the Legislature had sanctioned 11 

judges for Baltimore City. 

The 1953 amendment, ratified in 19Sh,  provided that on and 

after January 1, 1955 there be at least one judge for every county except 
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in the first and second circuits, and further that there be no less than 

three Judges in Montgomery County, two each in Anne Arundel and Prince 

George's counties and three in Baltimore County. Other than these counties, 

no two judges may reside in any one county. The provision that there not 

be less than three judges in any one Circuit was retained. Subsequently, 

by Legislative enactment in 1955, two additional judgeships were created in 

Baltimore City, and still another for Baltimore County. 

Hence, while for several years the number of judges in Maryland 

remained static, the constitutional amaidment and legislative enactments 

enumerated provided for nine additional jurists, one each in Anne Arundel, 

Garrett, Montgomery, Prince George's and St. Mary's Counties and two each 

in Baltimore City and Baltimore County. The increase is charted below, 

with date oath of office was administered being footnoted. 

1953-SU l95i;-55 1955-56 1956-57 1957-58 

Pirst Judicial Circuit 
Second Judicial Circuit 
Third Judicial Circuit 
Fourth Judicial Circuit 

3 3 3 3 3 
3 3 3 3 3 
3 3 •U(d) 5(e) 5 
3 U(a) h U 3(i) 

3 3 3 U(f) U 
3 Mb) h h k 
3 li(c) h 5(g) 5 

11 11 11 13(h) 13 

Fifth Judicial Circuit 
Sixth Judicial Circuit 
Seventh Judicial Circuit 
Eighth Judicial Circuit 

State 32    35    36    Ul    UO 

Additional judges took oath of office: 

(a) January 1, 1955 (h) December 11, 1956 and 
(b) December 9, 195U December 19, 1956 
(c) January U, 1955 (i) When one of the two judges 
(d) August 30, 1955 of this Circuit (Allegany 
(e) November 26, 1956 County) retired March 17, 
(f) December 19, 1956 1958 there was no provision 
(g) November 21;, 1956 in the law for his replace- 

.   . .         ment. 
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THE WORK OF THE COURT OF APPEALS 

The highest tribunal in the judicial system of the State, the Court of 

Appeals hears, in the main, appeals from the circuit courts for the counties and 

from the several courts of Baltimore City. Accompanying not only an increasing popu- 

lation, but also a marked shift from rural to urban living, judicial work in this 

court has spiraled, with a record number of cases being docketed. 

More opinions were written by the judges of the Court of Appeals during 

the 1957 term of court than ever before in its modem history. Majority opinions alone 

totaled 2l|0, with concurring and dissenting opinions, in addition to those written in 

habeas corpus cases, bringing to 36U the aggregate number filed. With due allowance 

for opinions by judges specially assigned from the Judicial Circuits to sit with the 

Court of Appeals, 66 was the average number 

of opinions per regular member of the court. CMA''TI 

Inviting attention solely to the 

number of majority opinions recorded, compu- 

tations show Uh to be the average number by 

each regular member of the five man court, 

four more than during the previous term. 

Inclusion of the Per Curiam opinions filed 

elevates to U6 the average figure. The 

number written by individual judges varied 

from k2  to U8 opinions. It should be observed that opinions written by the recently 

retired member of the Court and those of his successor were consolidated for com- 

parative purposes. 

The number of regular appeals filed during the September Term of Court, 195? 

numbered 299; an increase of 23 per cent over the previous tem. In addition there was 

MAJORITY   OPINIONS   FILED   BY THE  COURT OF APPEALS  OF MARYLAND 

1945 - 1957 
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CHART    2 

AVERAGE   NUMBER OF MAJORITY  OPINIONS FILED   PER   JUDGE 

COURT  OF APPEALS 

(1945-1957) 

45        46       47 

an unprecedented group of applications to ap- 

peal In habeas cozpus cases, which are des- 

cribed subsequently in some detail. Of the 

299 cases, 236 were ruled on, four renumbered 

for hearing next term of court, and four 

advanced and disposed of daring the previous 

year, the  remaining 55 being dismissed before 

appellate action. 

The Administrative Office is fully cognizant of the dangers incident to 

speaking with oranis(jence when making predictions. This knowledge tempers somewhat any 

enthusiasm over the estimate Of a year ago as to the number of appeals to be antici- 

pated, it having been 300 as compared with the actual 299 filed. 

Comparative statistical tables herein point up the continuing increase in 

the work load of the Court of Appeals. Other tables and charts have been included to 

explain the current work of the court, with the number of opinions, jurisdiction from 

which the appeals were taken, classification of cases docketed by subject matter, re- 

sults, time lapse and the relation of appeals to population centers* 

AnaiyzafcLon of the outcome of the appeals decided disclose 6k per cent af- 

firmed and 32 per cent reversed, with a group of 11, including six dismissals, one 

modification and four cases which were remanded without affirmance or reversal, making 

up the remaining four per centum. 

While every judicial circuit in the state contributed to the case-load in 

the appellate court, the overwhelming bulk of the work originated in the heavily popu- 

lated center portion of the state. Contributing 106 appeals, Baltimore City accounted 

for 35*5 per cent of the total, i*iile the four suburbanized counties of Anne Arundel, 

Baltimore, Montgomery and Prince George's furnished U2.1 per cent or 126 appeals. The 



CHART   3 

PICTOGRAPH   SHOWING   NUMBER   OF   OPINIONS   FILED 
BY  THE JUDGES OF THE COURT OF APPEALS   DURING 
THE   TERM   OF  COURT  BEGINNING   IN   THE   YEAR 
INDICATED. 

BRUNE, C.J. 

COLLINS, J.(l) 

1955 
1956 
1957 

1955 
1956 
1957 

DELAPLAINE.J.tZ) 1955 

HENDERSON, J. 

HAMMOND,J, 

PRESCOTT, J. 

1955 
1956 
1957 

1955 
1956 
1957 

1956 
1957 

HORNEY, J.(3) 1957 

OTHER JUDGES(4)I955 
ft PER CURIAM       1956 

1957 

R^^ 

^1  
^^ 

E^^ 

10    20    30    40   50    60"70    80 
NUMBER 

(I)  RETIRED   NOV.2,1957 (2) RETIRED OCT 1,1,956 
(3) TOOK OATH  OF  OFFICE  NOV. 5, 1957 
(4) CIRCUIT COURT JUDGES  SPECIALLY ASSIGNED 

TO SIT   WITH  THE   APPELLATE   COURT. 

MA mRiTY n CONCURRING a/OR MAJORITY LJ   D|SSENT|NG HABEAS CORPUS 
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CHART   4 

CASES   DOCKETED 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

(!345-1957) 
300 i 

250- 

m   200 

ISO 

100 

300 

2S0 

100 

45      46       47      48      49       50       51       52        53       54      55       56    57 

YEAR 

50 

balance of the cases were from the 

remaining counties, Calvert and Som- 

erset being the only ones in which 

appeals did not originate* Allegany 

and Howard Counties furnished ten and 

eight of the appeals, respectively. 

Despite increase in the; 

work load of the appellate judges, 

the average time intervals for dis- 

position of the appeals decided has 

remained static. Disclosures results 

ing from a statistical review of the... 

dates of filing, hearing and decision reveal l.lj months to have been the average time 

elapsing between the date of argument or submission and the date of decision. .Cases 

involving matters having to do with pending elections were decided immediately, by per 

curiam opinion, the formal opinion of the court 

being subsequently recorded. With the excep- 

tion of a civil case, and two criminal, cases 

in which there was re-argument with final de- 

cision from date of original appeal consider- 

ably delayed, the longest delay in any one 

case was three months. Final decisions were, 

on the average, rendered six months after the 

appeal was docketed in the appellate court. 

While the Court of Appeals con- 

cluded all of its work(a) prior to adjoum- 

CHART   5 

RELATIVE   COMPARISON OF THE  DISTRIBUTION 

OF APPEALS FILED   IN   THE COURT OF APPEALS 

SEPTEMBER TERM   1957 

STATE 

METROPOLITAN  COUNTIES (I) 

BALTIMORE   CITY 

OTHER   COUNTIES (2) 

0     10   20    30 40 50   60   70 SO   90   100 

PERCENT 

(1) ANNE ARUNDEL, BALTIMORE,MONTGOMERY, ft 

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTIES 

(2) NINETEEN   COUNTIES 

(a) One case held awaiting decision of appellate court in another State. 
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ing for summer recess, filing 

its last opinion July 23, 1958, 

it seems appropriate to observe 

that as of October 29, 1958, 

there had been docketed for 

hearing during the September 

(1958) Term of Court, 180 re- 

gular appeals and two appli- 

cations to file appeals in Post 

Conviction cases. The compara- 

tive figure for regular appeals 

one year ago was 199• 

In clarifLcation it 

ndgjit be well to mention that 

DISTRIBUTION Bl APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

OF APPEALS FILKD IN  THE CUUHT OF APPKAL3 

DURING raE   TERMS OF COURT INDICATED 

Numerical Distribution Relative Distribution 

October 
1955 

October 
1956 

September 
1957 

Appellate 
Judicial 
Circuits 

October 
1955 

October 
1956 

September 
1957 

231* 21*3 299 Total 100.0* 100.0 100.0 

15 19 22 First 6.5 7.6 7.3 

71 71t 93 Second 30.7 30.5 31.1 

39 1*5 78 Third 16.5 18.5 26.1 

102 105    . 106 Fourth lm.5 l|3.2 35.5 

* Four unidentified appeals dismissed prior to Adninistrative Office report- 
ing system, comprising 1.8 per cent of the total. 

while the Court of Appeals holds one term of court annually, beginning on the second 

Monday in September in each year, the cutoff date for cases to be heard in that term 

is the following February 28th. In other words, all appeals docketed in the Court of 

Appeals between March 1, 1958 and February 28, 1959 are within the September 1958 

Term of Court. CHART   6 

AVERAGE TIME INTERVAL FOR  DISPOSITION OF APPEALS 

DATE INSTITUTED   TO 
1955 • 

1956 ^H ̂
• 1 

JUDGEMENT   BELOW ^5 ^^ 

_ • DATE DOCKETED   IN 195 5 • 

COURT OF APPEALS 1956 H ̂ H ••• 
TO  DECISION issrll 

1 
m^m 

DATE  OF ARGUMENT OR I955B 

SUBMISSION   TO issepi I 
DECISION 1957 •{ I 

0 2 4              6 
MONTHS 

8 10 12 

Summation of the types of 

cases disposed of reveal over 50 per 

cent of them to have been appeals in 

law cases, 129 being the numerical 

number. Only 13 per cent, or 33 of 

the appeals came from the criminal 

courts. The remaining 78 matters 
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TYPES    OF   CASES DISPOSED OF 

IN   THE   COURT   OF APPEALS 

SEPTEMBER    TERM   1957 

originated in the Equity courts. 

Prior to appearing before the appellate court attorneys are required to file 

an estimation of the length of time their argument will consume, which estimate is 

. compared with the actual time used by counsel. A study 
CHART 7 

of a sampling (60 per cent) of the cases heard by the 

court during the past tem discloses the length of argu- 

ment in the average case to be seventy minutes, 60 per 

cent of which is used by counsel for the appellants. 

This means that the appellants' arguments averaged U2 

minutes in length, while those of the appellees were but 

28 minutes. Only in liO per cent of the cases did 

counsel for appellees argue more than half an hour; ap- 

pellants* counsel, on the other hand, required over half an hour for argument in 70 

per cent of the appeals. 

The longest combined arguments in any one case required 2 hours and 13 

minutes for delivery, in contrast to 18 minutes for the shortest. The briefest argu- 

ment before the appellate court required but three minutes for delivery. 

A mere eight per cent of the lawyers gauged the length of their arguments 

SO 100 150 200 

NUMBER 

correctly, $6 per cent of the 

cases not requiring the amounts 

of time originally estimated. 

The variance was chargeable chief- 

ly to attorneys representing ap- 

pellees, 62 per cent of them not 

requiring the time anticipated, 

as compared with but 1|6 per cent 

AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS TOK 

DISPOSITION OF APPEALS DECIDED 

September Term, 1957 

Date Docketed in Date Argument or 
Date Instituted  Court of Appeals    Submission 

to to to 
Judgment Below      Deciaion        Decision 

AJJ. Cases (2U0} 10.8 Mos. 6.0 Mos. l.h Mos. 

Law     (129) 12.8 Mos. 5.8 Mos. l.U Mos. 

Equity   .(78) 10.U Mos. 6.2 Mos. 1.5 Mos. 

Criminal  (33) 3.7 Mos. 6.2 Mos. 1.2 Mos. 
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of the appellants' lawyers who failed to use their time as estimated. 

Classifying cases as to subject matter is of necessity an arbitrary process. 

Many of them involve more than one question and could equally well be assigned to one 

of several categories. Taxation cases sometimes are appeals from an administrative 

body; habeas corpus cases vLll involve constitutional questions, as will a case list- 

ed under "mandamus"• Consequently, in preparing the table containing the summary of 

subject matter covered in appellate cases the terminology used is given broad inter- 

pretation. All matters arising out of automobile accidents are so listed, whether the 

point involved concerns a question of inflammatory evidence affecting the verdict or 

the rights of a pedestrian at a street intersection. The effort is merely to convey 

an idea of the wide range of subject matter requiring appellate decision. 
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STATUS OF THE CALENDAR 

Number of Appeals Docketed         jpo* 

Carried from October Term 1955    .  -^ 
Carried from October Tem 1956 ...!!! 1 
Advanced from September Term 1958 !  !  !  !  ! 5 

Total         305 

Dismissed by parties or Court on motion   57 

Advanced and reported during 
October Term 1956    1, 

Held for decision in another 
Jurisdiction t        1 

Renumbered and Continued to 
September Term 1958   1, 55 

Argued or submitted and opinions of Court iiled •    2h0 

* Applications for leave to Appeal in Habeas Corpus Cases not included. 

OPimONS m^D 

Bnme, C.J. U3 2 1 16 

Collins, j/1) 10 0 0 h 
Henderson, J. ue 0 1 22 

Hammond, J. Ui 1 5 16 

Prescott, J. U2 0 7 18 

Homey, J.(2) 33 0 2 li 

Carter,(J.D.) J.^ 1 0 0 0 

Gray, J.^ 5 0 0 0 

Boyian, J. M 0 0 1 0 

Macgili, J.'3' ' 2 0 0 0 

Per Curiara 12 0 0 111 

240 17 101i 

(1) Retired November 2, 1957 
(2) Took oath of office Movenber 5, 1957 
(3) Specially assigned 
(ll) Applications for leave to Appeal in Habeas Corpus Cases 

62 

lit 

71 

66 

67 

1*9 

1 

s 
1 

2 

26 

36U 

CLASSIFICATION OF CASES BY SU3JECT HATTER 

LAW 

129 

Administrative Appeals 
Constitutional Law 
Contracts 

Confessed Judgments 
Insurance 
Replevin 
Other 

Corporation Law 
Defective Delinquent 
Election Cases 
Habeas Corpus 
Mandamus 
Miscellaneous 

Administrative Appeal 

Bank Accounts 
Bond Issues 
Constitutional Law 
Contract 
Domestic Relations 

Adoption 
Custody 
Divorce 

1 
2 

12 

3 
1 

29 

EQUITY 

78 

2 
2 
1 
2 

IS 

CHIMML 

33 

Negligence 
Motor Torts 
Other Torts 

Orphans' Court 
Real Property 

Brokers' Conmissions 
Condemnation 
Ejectment 
Mortgages 
Zoning 

Taxation 
Wills and Administration 
Workmen's Condensation 

Real Property 
Land Instailments 1 
Mortgages 1, 
Partnership 1 
Patent to Real Estate 1 
Quiet Title 2 
Restrictive Covenants 3 
Ritfit of Way 8 
Sale agreement 1 
Specific Performance   3 

Specific Performance 
Taxation 
Trusts 
Wills and Administration 
Miscellaneous 

37 

21l 

5 
h 
2 

3 
17 

SUMMARY OF TIPES OF CASES DISPCBED OF IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

Dismissed 

Affirmed in Part and 
Reversed in Part 

Modified and Affirmed 

Reversed and Remanded 

Reversed and Dismissed 

Remanded Without Affirm. 
or Reversal 

Modified 

Totals 

LAW 

71 

13 

28 

129 

EQUITY 

no 

78 

27 

33 

138 

lit 

19 

52 

21(0 



18. DISPOSmOM OF CASES 

• 

Affirmed Remanded 
in Part Witiiout 

and Modified Reversed Reversed Affirmance 
Reversed and and and or 

Affirmed Dismissed inPart Affirmed Reversed Remanded Dismissed Reversal Modified Totals 

STATE 138 6 1U 2 19 52 h h 1 21t0 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorohester 1 1 2 
0 

Sonarset U 
3 Wicomico 2» 1 1 

1 1 
Worcester 1 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
0 

Caroline 3 
2 Cecil. 1 1 

Kent 2 
1 1, 

Queen Anne's 3 2 
Talbot 2 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 
Harford 

17 
2 

h 
1 

5 10d 

3 
1 1 38 

6 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany S 2 1 8 
1 

Garrett 1 1 5 
Washington U 

FIITH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 5 1 1 
2 

1 8 
3 

i Carroll 1 5 
Howard U 1 

' SIXTH CIRCUIT 

,    Frederick 1 1 
5e 1 

2 
3U 

Montgomery 25 1 la 

> SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

., • Calvert 2 
Charles 2 

2 6* 
1 

20 
• Prince George's 12 3 
St. Mary's 

1, 
2 

•lEIOHTH CIRCUIT 
1 

1 1 1> 2 18 
'Circuit Court 10 

5 9 
Circuit Court No. 2 2 1 1 

U 18 
<    Baltimore City 9 2 

lb 
3 U 

Common Fleas 3 
2 
1 c 

66 1 23 
Superior 12 2 

2h 13 
Criminal 9 

J  

» One appeal was from the Orphans' Court of the County 
a One new trial granted 
b One new trial granted 
c One new trial granted 
d Four new trials granted 
e One new trial granted 
f Two new trials granted 
g Four new trials granted 
h Two new trials granted 



NUMERICAL DISTRIBUTION BY COUNTY OF APPEALS FILED 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS DUKING 

THE TERMS OF COUKT INDICATED 

19, 

October* 
1955 

FIRST APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
Caroline 1 
Cecil 5 
Dorchester i 
Kent o 
Queen Anne's • i 
Somerset • i 
Talbot i 
Wicomico 2 
Worcester 3 

SECOND APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIKCUIT 
Anne Arundel 13 
Baltimore 29 
Calvert 

*•• 

o 
Charles 1 
Harford 2 
Prince George's 26 
St. Mary's 0 

THIRD APPELLATE JUDICIAL 3iitcurr 
Allegany 9 
Carroll L 
Frederick 1 
Garrett 2 
Howard 1 
Montgomery- 22 
Washington 0 

October 
1956 

0 
1 
3 
0 
1; 
2 
2 
5 
2 

10 
Ik 
i 
U 
h 

19 
2 

2 
•li 
1 
3 
5 

27 
3 

September 
 1957 

1 
3 
3 
2 
li 
0 
2 
li" 
3 

9 
li3 
0 
2 
8 

28 
3 

10 
5 
3 
1 
8 

U6 
5 

FOURTH APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
Baltimore City 102 105 106 

* Four appeals unidentified 
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Applications for Leave to Appeal to the 
Court of Appeals in Habeas Corpus Cases 

While applications to appeal to the Court of Appeals in habeas corpus cases 

first were authorized in 19U7,* the charted figures herein begin with 1950, as during 

the prior years the Court of Appeals was going through a transitional period and its 

personnel was not limited to five judges* 

The six years prior to 1956 saw 203 applications filed, of which 20 were un- 

reported, three were granted and 180 denied, necessitating a total of 176 opinions, an 

average of six opinions''per judge. Then came the deluge, with 82 applications filed 

during the October 1956 term of court which, when coupled with thirteen advanced from 

the succeeding term, required the writ- CHART 8 

ing of 86 opinions, more than doubling 

the average number per judge. This, 

however, proved to be but a prelude of 

what was to come, as there were 128 

such applications filed during the Sept- 

ember 1957 term of court. Disposition 

of these cases required the writing of 

10U opinions. 

The time span between their 

being docketed in the Court of Appeals 

APPLICATIONS FOR   LEAVE TO  APPEAL IN HABEAS 

CORPUS CASES FILED IN  THE COURT OF APPEALS 
(1950-1957) 

rlSO 

iOO 

•50 

52 53 54 

COURT    TERM 

and their final disposition averaged lu3 months, approximately six weeks less than 

that required for the regular cases appealed from the actions of the trial courts. 

Chapter 1*5 of the Acts of 1958 repealing Code provisions which provided that 

any person could apply to the Court of Appeals for leave to prosecute an appeal from 

an order refusing to issue a writ of habeas corpus, or discharging or remanding the 

* The Acts of 19U5, granted for the first time a direct right of appeal in Criminal 
Habeas Corpus Cases. This was narrowed by the Acts of 19U7 to. a right to apply for 
leave to appeal. 
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person seeking such a writ, will eliminate these applications. This change in the 

law as applied to habeas corpus proceedings was designed to conform with the Post- 

Conviction Procedure Act adopted by the Legislature as Chapter hh of the Acts of 1958. 

Based upon the Uniform Post-Conviction Act sponsored by the Commissioners on Uniform 

State Laws, the new act does not abolish petitions for writs of habeas corpus, but it 

sets up an alternative procedure whereby one under sentence for a criminal offense, 

COMPARATIVE TABLE OF APPLICATIONS including defective delinquents, mar 
FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL IN HABEAS CORPUS CASES '    ^^ 

challenge the legality of his confine- 
October October September 

Terra Teim Term . „    , ,     . 
1955 1956 1957      ment.   Under this new procedure cases 

Applications 59 82 128 
are heard or considered in the court 

Advanced from next term 10 13 0 
where the conviction took place. 

Total ^ 95 128 

Petitions addressed to the 

Opinlons uz 86    101,  Court now may be treated as an appli- 

cation for a writ of habeas corpus or 
NOTE:    The difference in number of opinions and number of appli- 

cations filed is attributed to cases being withdrawn,' con-        BS   an  application  Uttler the  PoSt-Con- 
solidated, or dismissed because the subject matter was moot. 

viction Procedure Act. If it is de- 

termined that a petition should be treated as an application under the Post-Conviction 

Procedure Act, a judge shall, with the consent of the applicant, order its transndttal 

to the Court in which the conviction took place. If the applicant refuses such con- 

sent, then it is heard as a habeas corpus application and if denied, there is no 

longer any rigjit to make application fbr leave to appeal to the Court of Appeals from 

a denial of the writ. Any person aggrieved by the order of a judge passed in accoixi- 

ance with the Post-Conviction Procedure Act, however, may apply to the Court of Ap- 

peals for leave to prosecute an appeal from the adverse order. 

The number of such appeals probably will be curtailed by the provision of 

the act providing that a proceeding under it may be instituted only if the alleged 
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error of the trial court "has not been previously and finally litigated or waived in 

the proceeding resulting in the conviction, or in any other proceeding that the pe- 

titioner has taken to secure relief from his conviction.I, This provision will prevent 

the petitioner from filing several proceedings under the Act, re-asserting the same 

grounds of complaint before as many different judges, one after another, as each judge 

denies the petition, as has been the practice with habeas corpus petitions. 

The effect of the related changes upon ihe work load of the appellate court 

is awaited with interest. 

APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL IN HABEAS CORPUS CASES 

Docketed during term •   128 

Reported during October Term 1956     13 

Balance 115 

Dismissed on request • • • • « 1 
Dismissed - moot    ••••••• 2 
Discharged - moot ....... 2 
Withdrawn .  3 
Consolidated  2 
Transferred to regular docket • _1 H 

Opinions Filed    lo1* 

Granting application    3 
Denying application ...... Id 

Brune, C.J. 16 
* Collins, J. h 

Henderson,J. 22 
Hammond, J. 16 
Prescott, J. 18 
Homey, J. lU 
Per Curiam 1h 

* Retired November 2, 19!?? 
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Although the total number of applications to appeal from trial court de- 

cisions in habeas coipus cases have been comparatively high, such applications con- 

stituted but 25 per cent of the petitions for writs of habeas coipus filed in the 

Circuit Courts of the State. The distribution for the 1957 Term of Court, as well as 

for the two previous years, is: 

PETITIONS FOR WRITS OF HABEAS CORPUS FILED IN THE TRIAL OOURTS OF MARUAND 

1955-56 1956-57 1957-58 1^-56 1956-57 1957-58 

FIRST CIRCUIT FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
VCcondco 
Worcester 

1 
2 
2 
6 

6 
0 
3 
2 

h 
0 
2 
2 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

10 
2 

16 

30 
3. 

13 

39 
2 

111 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

0 
0 
2 
h 
1 

2 
0 
1 
8 
h 

1 
9 
0 
2 
6 

Frederick 
Montgomery 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

8 
36 

111 
21; 

2 
ia 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 
Harford 

la 
1 

69 
1 

61 
0 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

0 
k 

he 
0 

1 
7 

50 
6 

1 
13 

0 

FOURTH CIRCUIT Baltimore City 197 2U8 198 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

10 
2 

17 

12 
0 

16 

21 
2 

26 STATE OF MARYLAND li08 520 U95 
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Accon^ianying the increase in appellate work are the activities in the office 

of the Clerk of the Court of Appeals, the following comparative figures being self- 

explanatory. 

Cases docketed 

Habeas Corpus Cases docketed 

Briefs filed 

Briefs filed - Habeas Corpus 

Opinions rendered 

Per Curiams filed 

Habeas Corpus opinions rendered 

Designations, Petitions, Motions 
and Orders filed 

Stipulations, motions and orders 

Appeals to U.S. Supreme Court pre- 
pared, etc. 2       2        5 

Certified copies issued: 
Bar certificates 150     Htf      125 
Opinions, Laws and Miscellaneous  1,0U2    l,61t7     1,973 

Persons admitted to the Bar 295      238      271 

Cases and other legal papers are filed with the Court from March 1st 
each year to February 28th of the following year. The Court commences 
hearing these cases in September of each year following March 1st until 
disposed of. 

October 
Term 
1955 

October 
Term 
1956 

September 
Term 
1957 

231 213 299 

39 82 128 

1*57 636 682 

70 150 238 

188 227 2U8 

3 0 12 

33 86 
t 

10li 

185 206 368 

— U5U 582 
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Population 

Reflected in the judicial work load of the courts are the population changes 

in the state. Concentrated in those counties adjacent to Baltimore City and the Dis- 

trict, of Columbia, there has been a statewide increase of 25.7 per cent over 1950. 

While Baltimore City, has remained almost static, the increase being but 3.5 per cent, 

the population rise in the metropolitan counties emphasizes the current widespread 

movement to city perimeters. The increase in Baltimore County from 273,13U in 1950 to 

1M,006 in 1957 and in Anne Arundel County from 118,617 to 188,000 represents percent- 

age increases of 62.5 per cent and 56.1* per cent respectively. Likewise the combined 

population growth of Prince George's and Montgomery counties, each adjacent to Wash- 

ington, constitutes an increase of 57.9 per cent. The population of these ring 

counties represents h2  per cent of the State total, which, when combined with figures 

for Baltimore Cily reveals 75 per cent of the populace to be living in the urban areas. 

Currently revised population estimates of the Maryland State Department of 

Health are recorded herein with coraparative figures for 1950 and 1956 for each county, 

while acconpanying distribution graphs portray recent relative changes in the distri- 

bution of population and appeals in the four appellate judicial circuits. The chart 

immediately below reveals the percentage increases in each of the four circuits. 

'   Population Changes in the Appellate Judicial Circuits 

Percentage 
1950     1957     Increase 

First 211,061 239,800 13.6 
Second 705,923 1,118,000 58.3 
Third U87,17l* 635,000 30.3 
Fourth 950,000 981i,000 3.5 



CHART   9 

1956-1957 

|ST 

2ND 4TH 

3R0 

DISTRIBUTION    OF   POPULATION, 
BY   APPELLATE   CIRCUITS 

DISTRIBUTION   OF APPEALS 
BY  APPELLATE  CIRCUITS 

1957-1958 

2ND 4TH 

DISTRIBUTION    OF   POPULATION 
BY   APPELLATE   CIRCUITS 

3RD 

DISTRIBUTION    OF,   APPEALS 
BY   APPELLATE   CIRCUITS 



POPULATION 

RATIO OF JUDGES TO POPULATIOM 

27. 

JURISDICMON NUMBER OF 
JUDGES 

POPULATION RATIO OF JUDGES 
TO POPULATION 

PIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
WicomLco 
Worcester 

1950        1957 19JiOa 1950b 1957° 1950    ' 1957 

3             3 

1             1 
1             l 
1             1 
0             0 

10U,7U6 

28,006 
20,965 . 
3U,530 
21,2U5    , 

r 111,536 

27,820 
20,751 
39,769 
23,196 

121,800  . 

28,800 
19,500 
48,500 
25,000 

.; 1/37,179 l/U0,600 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Carolina 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

3             3 

l             l 
1             1 
0 0 
1 1 
0               0 

90,681 

17,549 
26,407 
13,465 
14,476 
18,784 

n?,900 

18,600 
44,700 
14,900 
15,200 
19,500 

118,000   . 

18,800 
'•'• 48,000 

15,500 
15,200 
20,500 

1/37,699 1/39,333 

THMD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 
Harford 

3             5 

2                k 
1          1 

190,885 

155,825 
35,060 

'325,334 

273,i34v 
52,200 

511,000 

•',  444,000 
67,000 

1/1.08,444 1/102,200 

KOUKXH CIRCUITd 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

3              3 

2        "       1    ' 
0 1 
1 1 

177,792 

86,973 
21,981 
68,838 

190,018 

89,622 
21,257 
79,137 

189,500 

83,000 
19,000 
87,500 

1/63,339 1/63,166 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

,     1         -..-='2  •' 
1               1 
1               1 

124,604 

68,375 , 
39,054 
17,175 

186;939 

118,617 
45,054 
23,268 

273,000 

188,000 
54,500 
30,500 

1/62,939 1/68,250 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 
Montgomery                        ;. ., •, 

v3    ,.       kr 

1             1 
'  .2 . {•••••    .3 

141,224   . 

57,312 
83,912 

228,834, 

62,421 
166,413 

360,500 

69,500 
291,000 

1/76,278 1/90,125 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT          ^ 

Calvert        • 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

.1              1 
i           i   • 
1               2 
0             .1 

132,162 

.10,484 
17,612 
89,440 
14,626 

261,972 

12,140 
23,560 

196,799 
29,473. 

ljl9,000 

15,000 
30,000 

335,000 
39,000 

1/87,324 1/83,800 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT    : 

Baltimore City 11             13 950,000 984,000 1/86,363 1/75,692 

a From Report of Burke Commission, 1953. 
b From Division of Vital Records and Statistics, Maryland State Department of 

Health Monthly Bulletin, January 1957. 
c Estimates as of July 1, 1958 by Division of Vital Recfords and Statistics, Mary- 
land State Department of Health. The estimates are provisional, based on pop- 
ulation trends from 1950 through 1957. The estimates for Baltimore City are Toy 
the City Health' Department. 

d From January 3, 1955 to March 17, 1958 there were 4 Judges in this Circuit. 
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Designation of Judges 

The most coimnon power granted to Chief Judges in their capacity as adrainis- 

trative heads of State judicial systems is the authority to assign trial judges to pre- 

side in different jurisdictions when there is illness or disqualification, or where the 

docket of a particular court is so congested that an extra judge is needed to dispose 

of pending matters. Such authority is given to the Chief Judge of the appellate court 

in Maryland by Section 18A of Article IV of the State Constitution whereby he may as- 

sign for temporary duty Judges of the State ftrom Circuit to Circuit, from Circuit level 

to the Court of Appeals, and from the appellate level to the Judicial Circuit Courts* 

Acting through the Administrative Office of the Courts, during 1958 the 

Chief Judge issued 16 designations, as of October 1st, to 13 Judges, assigning them to 

try cases in jurisdictions other than those in which they normally preside. The in- 

dividual Judges with term of assignments and place thereof are charted on a subsequent 

page. 

Illustrative of the results derived from this assigning authority is the 

work of two judges assigned to preside in the Baltimore City courts for a total of 

four weeks* They tried an aggregate of 18 law cases (15 jury and 3 non-juxy) and 

three Equity matters. Released for miscellaneous trial court hearings, the Baltimore 

City judge, whose courtroom facilities the visiting jurists used, heard 16 non-juxy 

law cases, 11 Equity matters and three crLndnal cases. Additional law cases disposed 

of were those culminating in settlement upon being called for trial. While impossible 

of calculation, persons familiar with trial assignments are cognisant of the fact that 

the mere call of cases for trial results in a certain number beinp settled or other- 

wise disposed of without trial. 
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AND JUDGES ASSIGNED 

Anne Arundel County 

Baltimore County 

Baltimore City 

Court of Appeals 

Frederick County 

Harford County 

Montgomery County 

Second Judicial Circuit 

Boylan, J. 
HasunondyJ* 
Kintner,J. 

IM.gges,J. 
Duer,J. 
Fraley,J. 
Oray,J. 
Harris,J. 
Henderson,J. 
Homey, J. 

Kintner,J. 
Niles,J. 
PresoottjJ. 
Wamken,J. 

Kintner,J. 

Kintner,J. 

5 days 
85 days 
90 days 

18 days 
19 days 
10 days 
5 days 
10 days 
9 days 

18 days 

1 case 
1 case 
1 case 
1 case 

20 days 

3 cases 

1956 

Henderson,J.   5 days 

Hanuooiid, J« 
Kintner,J. 

Henderson,J. 
Macgill,J. 
Moser,J. 
Oppenhei mer, J • 
Tucker,J. 

PrescottjJ. 
Tucker,J. 

77 days 
U2 days 

10 days 
1 case 
1 case 
1 case 
2 days 

2 cases 
2 cases 

1957 

Praley,J. 
Henderson, G., J. 

2 weeks 
2 weeks 

Homey, J. 
Kihtner,J. 
Mauley, J. 
McLaughlin, J. 
Michaelson,J. 
Niles,J. 
Qray,J. 

Manley,J. 

day 
days 
case 
days 
cases 
cases 
case 

2 days 

Digges,J.     2 cases 
Henderson, G.,J. 1 case 
Macgill,J.    1 case 

Homey, J. 25 days 

IgggCb) 

Boylan,J. 
Digges,J. 
Duer,J. 
Fraley,J. 
Keating,J. 

2 weeks 
2 weeks 
3 weeks 
2 weeks 
2 weeks 

Boylan,J. 
Carter, JDeW.,J. 
Gray,J< 
MacgUl,J. 
Niles,J. 
Oppenheiiner,J. 

day 
days 
days 
days 
case 
case 

Tucker, J. 

Macgill.J. 
Rollins,J. 

Duer,J. 
Wamken,J. 

1 case 

7 weeks(c) 
8 weeks(c) 

3 days 
1 case 

(a) When designation was for extended period, no deduction was made for holidays. 
(b) As of October 1st., 1958 
(c) To preside one day each week 
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

Administrative offices of the courts operate under many titles - 

administrative director, executive secretary, administrative assistant, 

statistical analyst, chief clerk and the like. No longer rare and sus- 

pect, 18 states as well as the Federal Courts and those of Puerto Rico 

have some form of administrative office to assist in the administration of 

justice. While the functions of such offices will vary somewhat from 

state to state, they usually include, in addition to general housekeeping 

duties, the collection of judicial statistics and studies of the operation 

of the courts. 

Created to act as executive agent of the Chief Judge of the Court 

of Appeals and assist him in the multitudinous details of his duties as 

administrative head of the State judicial system, in addition to his judici- 

al duties, the Administrative Office of the Courts in Maryland has a variety 

of functions. Paraphrasing the words of the Maryland statute* which gave 

it birth, it is the function of the office to examine the dockets of the 

courts of the State to determine the need for additional assistance and to 

make recommendations to the Chief Judge relative to the assignment of 

judges, to compile and collect statistics regarding the business of the 

courts, to formulate and recommend policies for the improvement of the ju- 

dicial system and to provide a central office for the fiscal and other 

administrative functions of the judiciary. 

For budgetary purposes the work of the administrative office at 

* Annotated Code of Maryland (1957) Art. 26, Sees. 6-10. 
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the time of its organization was under six programs. Although one of 

these covered the judiciary, the Court of Appeals was not included as a 

part thereof, but was provided for in a separate budget. Brou^it to- 

gether for purposes of administration, the appellate court work is set up 

as two additional programs of this office. The programs are: 

(1) Adjudication and Retirement: Disbursed under this program 

are the salaries of the US  members of the Judiciary of Maryland, as well 

as that of 1? other personnel connected with the court system, these being 

the trust clerk of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City and his deputy, the 

chief deputy clerks of the six courts in Baltimore City, and four law 

clerks and five secretaries to the Court of Appeals. In addition are dis- 

bursements for pensions to Hi retired judges and to 25 widows of judges, 

as well as for certain contractual, travel and communication expenses. 

(2) The Maiyland Judicial Conference: Subject to the approval 

of the Director of this office is expended an appropriation made to finance 

a conference of judges when designated by the Chief Judge of the Court of 

Appeals. Usually held in Baltimore City in January of each year, all 

judges of each of the eight Judicial Circuits and of the Court of Appeals 

are invited. Papers are read on both procedural and substantive law, and 

there is an exchange of ideas with respect to the administration of justice. 

(3) The Administrative Office of the Courts: Established to 

provide assistance to the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals in carrying 

out his duties as administrative head of the State Judicial system, this 

office is headed by a Director who is appointed by tiae Chief Judge. Through- 

out this report is described the work of the office. 
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(U) Standing Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure of 

the Court of Appeals of Maiyland: Appointed by the Judges of the Court of 

Appeals to aid the Court in the perfarmance of its duties in regard to 

general rules of practice and procedure in ail courts of record throughout 

the States, the members serve without compensation. There is, however, author- 

ization to employ salaried assistants, and to pay for the traveling expenses 

and certain other items, which this office supervises. 

(5) Court Costs Incurred by Indigent Defendants; Under this pro- 

gram is expended an appropriation for the expenses of indigent defendants 

prosecuting appeals to the Court of Appeals of Maiyland. Legislative Acts 

provide not only for appeals in "forma pauperis" in death sentences at the 

expense of the State, but also for appeals in any type of case by deferxiants 

unable by reason of poverty to pay the costs of ah appeal if they file a 

petition alleging this fact. Resulting costs are paid by this office. 

(6) Defective Delinquents - Psychiatric Fees: Maiyland statutes 

provide that whenever a request has been made to examine any person for de- 

fective delinquency by certain designated authorities, then such person 

shall be entitled, upon request, to be examined by a practitioner of psychia- 

try of his own choice for the purpose of deteimining whether he is a de- 

fective delinquent within the terms of the  Legislative Act. The cbsts of 

such examinations are defrayed through this office. 

(7) Reportingt Appointed by the Judges of the Court of Appeals, 

a "State Reporter" has the duty of preparing and arranging for publication 

the official reports, known as the Maiyland Reports, containing all cases 

determined by the Court of Appeals of Maiylani and designated by it to be 



33. 

reported. The costs thereby entailed are paid from a budget supervised by 

the Administrative Office, as are the salaries of the State Reporter, two 

Assistant State Reporters, secretaries and proof readers, as well as the 

general expenses of the office. In addition, this program provides for the 

purchase of 300 copies of each volume of the Maryland Reports, there being 

generally three or four volumes published each year, 

(8) Recording: This program provides for payment of salaries 

and expenses  of the office of the Clerk of the Court of Appeals. With a 

staff of seven, headed by a clerk appointed by the Judges of the Court of 

Appeals, that office has custody of all opinions, records and papers per- 

taining to the Court of Appeals and on request issues certified copies of 

these docuitents. Its innumerable other duties are reflected in the sta- 

tistics recorded in this volume. 

Beside the routine or programized work of the office, the director 

assisted not only the Baltimore Bar Association's committee on Pre-trial 

Procedure, but also its committee on Continuing Legal Education, being in 

charge of its Legal Institute for Lawyers, in vhich more than 600 attorneys 

participated. He also participated in meetings of ihe Maryland State Bar 

Association's Committee to Study Case Load of The Court of Appeals, and as 

"reporter" to the Court of Appeals Standing CommLttee on Rules of Practice 

and Procedure assisted in reviewing and drafting changes in rules of court, 

which subsequently were adopted by the Court of Appeals. 

Appearances before the Senate Judiciary Conmittee to participate 

in discussion of a Post Conviction Procedure Act, subsequently adopted by 
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legislative action, and before lawyer's clubs as well as organizations of 

laymen to talk and explain changes in the state's judicial system were 

among other activities. 

During the year the office inaugurated a system whereby all trial 

court opinions in habeas corpus cases are indexed and readily available, 

acted as a clearinghouse for questions concerning tte courts from both 

laymen and attorneys, completely revised reporting forms used by the 

judges and in some instances those used Ijy the clerks. Occasional studies 

and reports were made upon request in connection with particular problems 

such as Court of Appeals case load, disparity in costs, uniform reporting. 

In August the director attended the National Conference of Court 

AdministratLvTe Officers, held in Pasadena, California, and made the report 

of the committee assigned to consider revisions of the Model Act to pro- 

vide for administration in State courts. He also attended sessions of 

the Conference of Chief Justices and several section meetings of the 

American Bar Association Convention. 
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In preparing this report we have been conscious of the many approaches a- 

vailable for the presentation of a vast array of statistical data, and of the pre- 

valence of the practice of consolidating all narrative comment, with statistical 

tables being carried in appendices. While our order of presentation is quite flex- 

ible, continuation of the policy of separating the report into broad topical cate- 

gories with discussion therein of each, was decided upon so that charts and tables may 

appear where it is thought they will be most beneficial in the interest of clari- 

ty. 

The statistical data and the conclusions drawn from it are based on infor- 

mation furnished by the Clerks of Court on forms provided for the purpose, facsimiles 

of which appear on subsequent pagesj repetitious notations to that effect, therefore, 

have been avoided. 

The operations of the Maryland Courts with, in some instances, varying 

practices and customs in the judicial circuits, make it difficult to obtain complete 

uniformity of classification of cases reported to this office, although detailed in- 

structions to the clerks have attempted to eliminate this difficulty and to standard- 

ize practices. Efforts to develop a sense of cohesion and to obviate existing inade- 

quacies in the mechanics of reporting will be continued, while at the same time change 

for the sake of change will be avoided, such being unlikely to be productive of good 

results. Furthemore, constant reclassiflcation of items disturbs year to year com- 

parisons and should be introduced as discreetly as possible. 

The exactitude of the reports may be effected somewhat by the clerks' at- 

titude toward them, some having a keener interest in the statistics than others. This 

also plays some part in the alacrity with which the reports are compiled and filed. 

It is not suggested, however, that the clerks of court throughout the State have not, 

for the most part, responded adequately when called upon. In fact, they are, in Mary- 

land, capable and efficient people, in jobs which are essential to the practical 
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functioning of the courts, and the statistics do not show all the work done in their 

offices, nor assess the efficiency of personnel. In addition to the docketing and 

processing of active litigation, the clerks' offices have also the responsibility of 

the recording of all land transactions in their respective jurisdictions, as well as 

the issuance of licenses of innumerable variety, not to detail all other items handled 

of a miscellaneous nature such as certificates of assessments under the State Unem- 

ployment Insurance Law, notices of tax liens, both State and Federal, and innumerable 

executions. 

Clerks of Court currently prepare at the request of numerous agencies multi- 

tudinous reports with duplication of work inevitably resulting. That much work would 

be avoided if such information could be obtained at one central agency is obvious. 

Eventual institution of a reporting system whereby one card will contain all infor- 

mation about a case from institution to termination, would be beneficial and enable 

all classifying to be done by a central office. 

A tremendous amount of work by courts and quasi-judicial agencies not re- 

posing to the Administrative Office is constantly in progress throughout the State. 

Included in this group are the Workmen's Compensation Commission, the Employment 

Security Board and some hO other administrative agencies. Likewise there are no re- 

ports of the work of the court master-examiners or by the law and equity court auditors, 

whose work in assisting in the disposition of numerous cases, including many matrimonial 

matters, and reducing delay is of incalculable value. Nor do more than 100 trial mag- 

istrates in the state file any information concerning their work. 

In addition to the statistics reported herein there are available collater- 

al reports filed by various agencies. The State's Attorney's Office of Baltimore City;, 

the Criminal Justice Commission, the Grand Juiy and the Police Department in Baltimore 

City compile and present annually comprehensive reports based on information apper- 

taining to crune and criminal prosecutions in the Eighth Judicial Circuit. Con^ila- 
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tions of the work of the juvenile and probation departments of the Supreme Bench as 

well as the Youth Court are filed annually. The Domestic Relation Division of the 

Supreme Bench also issues a yearly report. 

In commenting on the data presented, we have directed our efforts to the end 

that they may be helpful in analyzing and interpreting the figures. In considering 

the reports, preconceptions and wishful thinking should be avoided, that there may not 

be any distortion of their true meaning. 

The charts and graphs appearing throughout the report are in most instances 

based on tables containing exact figures and totals, and are used to supplement the in- 

formation the tables contain to permit easier grasp of their broad content and to make 

comparisons more vivid. These tables, which have been reviewed for form, content and 

clerical accuracy, are based on a complete count of all cases reported and not on 

sampling or samples. Prom time to time peculiarities of the data have been pointed 

out. 

Where appropriate, percentage ratios have been utilized to create a graphic 

picture of comparative data. In several instances the practice of rounding off the 

figures has been indulged in to eliminate spurious accuracy and the use of the non- 

significant and meaningless last digit. 

The collection of judicial statistics, while of recent innovation in Mary- 

land, is not new. Excellent judicial statistics, especially on the criminal side, 

have been available in Prance, Italy and England since World War I. While the compre- 

hensive collection of our Pederal Court system was the first started in this country, 

some twenty other States now collect and publish statistical data of like nature. 

Not only informative as to the condition of the inventory of the courts, 

such information is essential that the administrative head of the judicial system may 

see the entire court picture in proper perspective. Knowing the volume of litigation 

and the average time required for disposition of cases helps him in efforts to promote 



38. 

efficiency in the operations of tfye courts. The statistics, however, should be 

really informative and constantly brought up to date, and not a nere mass of meaning- 

less figures unsusceptible of analyzation. While the number of cases alone is not to 

be relied upon as an accurate criterion of the amount of work involved in their dis- 

position, the quantity, coupled with knowledge of the types of litigation in a given 

jurisdiction, will enable experienced persons to deterirane within reasonable limits 

the amount of work required to dispose of them. 

Obviously statistics supplement rather than supplant other methods of eval- 

uating judicial business and procedure. In deteimining the need for additional ju- 

dicial help, for instance, reliance will be placed on the personal knowledge of 

Judges, of members of the Bar, and of court officials and attaches, as well as tte 

statistical data, not on the latter alone. Properly used statistics will indicate 

tendencies and focus attention on matters needing further investigation. Questions 

pertaining to the courts cannot be answered satisfactorily when based on a hasty sur- 

vey. Statistics of the work of the courts ought to be methodically and periodically 

collected and published so that overcrowded dockets do not creep up unawares, and pre- 

sent a critical condition requiring hasty action. 

Civil Cases Piled 

Continued increase, though not large, in the number of new civil actions 

filed annually in Maryland was revealed by figures for the twelve months covered by 

this report. The total for the current year was 36,336, an increase of 2.9 per cent 

over the 35,300 cases docketed in the preceding report period. Law cases, which in- 

clude appeals from magistrate courts and administrative agencies, as well as newly 

filed original actions, accounted for 56 

per; cent of the total, with chancery 

actions in Equity making up the balance. 

Of the 20,31$ law cases and ap- 

peals filed in the State, I4.725 or 23.2 

per cent were motor tort cases. As re- 

Civil Cases Instituted 

1955-56 1956-57 1957-58 

Total                32,022 35,300 36,336 

Law                  17,02U 19,009 . 20,3U8 

Original Cases        (15,379) 
Appeals             ( 1,61*5) 

(17,U83) 
( 1,526) 

(18,765) 
( 1,583) 

Equity               1^,998 16,291 15,988 
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.    CHIKT 10 

LAW       CASES 

FILED  8 TERMINATED  IN THE   STATE  OF MARYLAND 
(1950-1958) 

ported from metropolitan centers 

in other states, likewise in 

Maryland, the number of motor 

tort cases instituted reflects 

somewhat the population of a 

given jurisdiction. In Baltimore 

City alone, 63.7 per cent of the 

State's total cases growing out 

of automobile accidents were 

docketed. These, when coupled 

with 1061i similar suits filed in 

Maryland's four metropolitan 

counties,(a) disclose the proportion of motor tort cases instituted in the urban areas 

of the state to be 86.2 per cent of 

total number recorded. 

1950-51       1951-52      1952-53      1953-54      1954-55      1955-56     1956-57    195*58 

YEAR 
HOTEl    Tba base Una is 6000. 
Soareot   Tabla B-l  

CHART U 

RELATIVE   DISTRIBUTION OF LAW  CASES   FILED 

(EXCLUSIVE OF APPEALS) 

SEPTEMBER 1,1957- AUGUST 31,1958 

STATE   OF   MAMLAND 

HABEAS   CORPUS      2.6% CONDEMNATION      2.5% 

I    Source i   Tabla B-l 

An increase in motor ve- 

icular production, combined with con- 

tinuing road building programs, has 

contributed, according to some sources, 

to a steady growth in the number of 

cases in the courts arising out of 

automobile accidents and seeking, as 

a result, to recover damages for in- 

juries sustained. In Maryland the 

number of motor tort cases, compared 

with the total cases of all types 

filed, is not materially greater, per- 

centagewise, than in other years. 

(a) Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George's. 
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Per cent of Motor Tort Cases 

1955-56 
1956-57 
1957-58 

Total     Motor 
Actions    Torts 

17,02k    3,952 
19,009   3,91*0 
20,3i|8   i;,725 

Percentage 
of 

Motor Torts 

23.2 
20.6 
23.2 

Appeals in law cases totaled 

1583, with those from People's Courts 

and Trial Magistrate Courts aggregating 

8i;2 or. 53.2 per cent. The remaining 7l|l 

appeals were from administrative agencies. 

Numerical and relative distribution of 

of other types of law cases are computed 

in Tables B-l through B-5, and illustrated in Charts 11 and 12. Chart 10 depicts the 

flow of cases over the years, as does Chart 13 for Equity cases. 

Chancery matters decreased by 303, the slight drop being attributable to a 

six per cent decrease in divorce actions throughout the State, the total number of 

such domestic relation cases for the current year being 7723, in contrast to 8209 Hied 

during the piior twelve months. This decrease was almost entirely in Baltimore City, 

CHART 12 

COMPARATIVE    RELATIVE  DISTRIBUTION   OF   LAW CASES 

EXCLUSIVE OF APPEALS   FILED  IN  THE COURTS  OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER   1,1955-   AUGUST 31,1958 

_ 
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Source: 

MOTOR OTHER CONFESSED       OTHER 
TORT TORT JUDGMENT      CONTRACT 

Table B-l and Plrat and Second Annual Reports of 
the Administrative Office of the CovurtB.  

CONDEMNATION   HABEAS OTHER 
CORPUS LAW 
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Equity Cases Instituted 

1956-57    1957-58    Increase   Decrease 

Adoption 
Divorce 
Foreclosure 
Other 

1,651 
8,209 
2,271 
U,160 

1,6111 
7,723 
2,391 
U,260 

U7 
ii76 

120 
100 

where the drop was from 3973 to 

3U97 cases. In the twenty-three 

counties only 10 fewer divorce 

cases were filed. As in prior 

years the domestic relation 

cases accounted for approxi- 

mately one half of all cases filed in the chancery courts, adoption proceedings making 

up 10 per cent of this classification. 

Criminal Cases Piled 

For the second consecutive year there has been an increase in the number of 

criminal cases and appeals noted, the totals for the three years immediately passed be- 

ing 10,61|8, 11,929 and 12,687. It is to be observed, however, that percentagewise the 

increase was not as great during 1957-58 as it had been the previous year, each annual 

rise being 11.9 and 6.3 per cent, respectively. The increase is pictured in Chart llj.. 

Practically 60 per cent of the criminal cases originated in Baltimore City, 

while the four suburbanized ring counties^) of the state contributed 19 per cent to 

the total. The remaining 27l|6 
CHART 13 

EQUITY CASES 

FILED a TERMINATED IN THE STATE OF  MARYLAND 

(1950-1958) 

16,000 

14,000 

12,000- 

16,000 

14,000 

12,000 

lOpOO- 

1950-51  '     1951 -52    1952-53      1953-5*      1954-55      1955-56     1956-57     1957-58 

YEAR 
NOTE.   The base line is 6000. 
Sourcei    Table H-2 

cases were distributed among 

the nineteen other counties, 

the aggregate in each ranging 

from a low of 26 in Caroline 

County, to 381 in Washington 

County • 

Of the 12,687 crLminal 

matters reported as having been 

docketed throughout the State, 

25 per cent were appeals from 

the several magistrate courts. 

(a) Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George's. 
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CHART Hi 

CRIMINAL   CASES 

FILED   8 TERMINATED  IN TWE   STATE  OF MARYLAND 

(1950 - 1958) 

izpoo I2P00 

•lopoo 

8000 

spoo 

4000 

1950-51       1951-52       1952-53     1953-54      1954-55       1955-56      1956-57     1957-58 

NOTE i   The baae llns is 2000. YEAR 
Baltljoors City figurea not iQcLuded in year 1550-^1. 

Source:   Tebl* B-3 '*^-?-: 

as distinguished from informa- 

tions and indictments filed in 

the Circuit Courts and the 

Criminal Courts of Baltimore. 

These appeal cases, numbering 

3168, were in two categories, 

one-half being appeals from 

convictions of traffic law 

violations, and the remainder 

being the total number of ap- 

peals in all other types of 

criminal cases* 

No trend or pattern of magistrate appeal cases was established, population 

and location of the counties having little apparent affect on the number filed. In 

the populous centers of Montgomery and Prince George's counties, for example, appeals 

constituted 58.9 and 67.2 per cent, respectively, of all the criminal cases, while in 

Baltimore County they accounted for but 21.6 per cent of the criminal matters reported 

docketed during the year. In contrast, magistrate appeals comprised 77 per cent of 

the criminal cases in Gal vert County and 61 per cent in St. Mary's County. In Balti- 

more City they accounted for only 12 per cent of the total. 

Among the four metropolitan counties, Montgomery reported the lowest number 

of criminal cases, the total there of 302 being less than one-third of Prince George's 

929, and less than half of the 796 reported for Baltimore County. Less populous Anne 

Arundel and Washington counties reported U01 and 381 cases, respectively. Approxi- 

mately 60 per cent of the cases originated in Baltimore City, although but 33 per cent 

of the State's population resides within its boundaries. 

Terminations 

Law cases and appeals tenainated in Maryland totaled 17,7^3, among which 

were 5U62 tort cases and 3U79 confessed judgments. Condemnation matters instituted on 
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behalf of the State or municipalities accounted for a total of kh9, and appeals £rom 

lower courts and administrative agencies for 1599 of the terminations.    On the Equity 

side of the courts divorce 

Law Cases Terminated 
Per cent 

Piled   Terminated   Pending   Terminated 

1955-56 
1956-57 
1957-58 

17,021; 8,l|l4l 8,583 
19,009 13,770 13,822 
20,3li8       17,71*3       16,U27 

U9.5 
61.6 
70.8 

and adoption matters ac- 

counted for almost 60 per 

cent of 12.,821; cases term- 

inated in the State. In 

the criminal courts 12,070 

cases were concluded. 

In considering the number of cases temLnated, it should be remembered that 

the figures apply only to cases filed after August 31, 1955. During the first year 

the Administrative Office maintained records, while the usual filing of new cases con- 

tinued apace, cases terminated were chiefly from the body of old cases docketed prior 

to August 1955 and are not included in the reports. As time passed, however, the 

cases filed subsequent to August 1955 gained predominance and accounted for the bulk 

of those being terminated from day to day, which situation is reflected in the reports 

received from the Clerks of Court. In August 1956, for example, the end of the first 

statistical year, there were 8583 law cases reported pending; one year later, despite 

the institution of 19,009 new actions, the number pending was 13,822, an increase of 

5239. At the close of the third statistical year, that is August 31, 1958, with 

another group of 20,3U8 cases having been docketed, the increase in the number of un- 

disposed of cases was but 2605, approximately 19 per cent over the preceding year, bring- 

ing the total number of pending law cases in the State to 16,U27. 

The percentage increase in the disposition of Equity cases, as with law 

actions, has been noted in the 

Equity Cases Terminated 

Per cent 
Filed Terminated Pending TemrLnated 

1955-56 
1956-57 
1957-58 

Ik,998 6,83U 8,15U 
16,291 10,7U6 13,709 
15,988  12,82U  16,863 

U5.6 
56.1 
6U.3 

reports of the clerks and com- 

piled for inclusion in the ac- 

companying table. More graphi- 

cally illustrating the flow of 

cases are the charts covering 



the work in the various judicial circuits, which are based on the total number of all 

civil matters instituted and terminated. 

Charts numbered 1$ through 22 reveal pictorxally by Judicial Circuits 

the number of civil cases filed, as compared with the number terminated during each of 

the past three years. The reader is cautioned liiat as a result of the wide variance 

in the number of cases filed in the different courts, all of the graphs are not drawn 

in the same scale* 

The phenomenal number of teiminations during the past year reported for the 

Circuit Court for Baltimore County, as revealed in Tables H-l and H-2, and Chart 17, is 

attributed in part to a minute re-examination of the law and equity dockets of that 

court. Undertaken by the personnel of the clerk's office, the consideration of each 

case filed since September 1, 1955 to determine its status vouches for the correctness 

of the number of cases presently listed as pending. 

Backlog 

The  insidious growth of the number of civil cases pending in the Maryland 

courts is reflected by the solid bars in Chart 27. In some states cases are consider- 

ed pending only when they have been placed on the trial calendar by counsel, or auto- 

matically after joinder of issue, and the courts do not concern themselves with any 

others, the theory being that in any study of the work of the courts and of the cur- 

rency of cases being tried, consideration should be limited to those cases classified 

as pending on the trial docket. The thinking in such jurisdictions is that to in- 

clude the many cases not on the trial dockets tends to give a false picture of the 

litigation actually awaiting court action. Because all of the Maryland courts do not 

operate a trial calendar with cases limited to those*at issue and ready for trial, all 

undisposed of actions instituted in the state are considered pending from the date 

they are filed. 

Tables A-l through A-8 record the number of cases filsd, terminated and 
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penciling and keep a perpetual inventory of the case load. It becomes obvious, however, 

that the cases pending in the city and each county do not reflect a true picture of 

the number of cases at issue and ready for trial* The totals are distorted because 

they include all that sordid group which presents a dilerama for the analyst - those 

which will never be tried, which in some instances never were meant to be tried, as 

well as others mentioned later herein. 

In an effort to report as realistic a picture as possible, the Administrative 

Office has directed that all attachments in the nature of executions or garnishments 

on judgments previously obtained in the same Court, or the garnishee cases arising out 

of them, not be reported as new cases. Other matters not reported as new cases be- 

cause usually not requiring trial action by the court, include writs of Fieri Facias, 

writs of Scire Facias, Employment Security Board petitions, notices of assessments 

under the Maryland Unemployment Compensation Law, Federal and State tax liens, exbra- 

dictions, supplemental proceedings and one or two others. 

To prevent haphazard conclusions, or reliance on an empirical approach, 

specific causes for the amassment of pending cases have been sought. Among the cases 

making up the backlog on the law side of the courts are a considerable number in 

which the defendants never have been summoned, in some courts estimated to constitute 

as much as one-fourth of the cases apparently pending. Other cases falling within the 

category of never-to-be-tried matters are those in which, though the defendants have 

been long summoned and are in default, the plaintiffs have not moved to terminate the 

case by default judgment. A number of these are replevin cases whioh have been ig- 

nored and left to wither on the vine, after the successful recovery of the goods in- 

volved in the litigation. Another group of the pending cases are those actually on 

the assignment or trial dockets, but not assigned for hearing over a long period of 

time. 

Concrete illustrations of law cases contributing toward the backlog are two 

taken from court dockets in Baltimore City, both well over six years old when finally 
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terminated• 

Case "A": 12/28A9     Filed 
I/IO/SO Demand for particulars 
5/2/51 Appearance for defendant stricken out 
$/l2/$2 Continued by the Court 
2/8/56 Continued by Plaintiff 
2/8/56 Notice of Second Continuance sent 
10/lj/56 Non Pros on call in Open Court 

Case »B»: 3/23/50 Filed 
h/13/50 Pleas filed and case at issue 
1/7/51* Continued by the Court 
8/26/55 Continued by Plaintiff 
8/26/55 Notice of Second Continuance sent 
10/1/56 Non Pros on call in Open Court 

During the intervening years these two cases were each "called" 13 times, 

meaning that on 13 occasions there was opportunity for the plaintiffs to move for 

judgment or trial, or for other arbitrary action to be taken. 

Examples of cases apparently alive and at issue, but lending themselves to 

an increase in both the backlog and in the average time span between institution and 

actual trial, with no explanation apparent on their face, are revealed by the follow- 

ing abbreviated docket entries. 

Case "C": 8/27/53      Filed        Case "D": 10/13/53     Filed 
11/27/53     At issue 11/2V53     At issue 
11/26/^7     Tried 10/28/S7     Tried 

The data on chancery cases is more difficult to compile. Inherent differ- 

ences in the nature of the litigation prevents consideration of such proceedings by 

the same standards as law cases. Many of them involve domestic relations, in some of 

which a temporary order is all that is required, the people becoming reconciled. 

Others have a long life, coining back to the chancellor on petitions of one kind and 

another at frequent intervals. At the risk of being repetitious, it is pointed out 

that there also is a group which contributes substantially toward creating an apparent 

backlog of pending cases awaiting action by the Court, when in reality they present no 

triable issues. After an order is signed whereby a Judge grants the relief prayed in 

the original petition, they are carried on the dockets as open cases for considerable 

periods with no action on the part of the Court required or desired. That the number 

of Equity cases reported as pending and awaiting disposition by the Court may reflect 
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a truer picture, tiie clerks have been requested to list as teminated those which to 

all intent and purpose are completed and finished with upon the signing of an order 

granting the relief prayed, although there may be no final order of court on record, 

in addition to those proceedings obviously terminated as a result of dismissals, 

settlements, removals and final decrees. 

Included in the group thus arbitrarily considered terminated are such cases 

as: petitions for the appointment of a Committee for an incompetent, of a guardian 

for a minor, or of a Conmittee to handle the affairs of an inebriate, petitions of the 

Welfare Board for appointment of a trustee to receive funds on behalf of an incompe- 

tent, writs de Lunatico Inquirendo. petitions of a welfare agency for custody of a 

minor with right to consent to adoption, petitions for support of dependents under 

Maryland Support of Dependents Act (Uniform Reciprocal Support Act), and also ibre- 

closure cases upon filing of the auditor's account. 

While arbitrary changes in the court system may be undesirable, consideration 

by both Bench and Bar of methods which can be effective in solving problems in re- 
4 

lation thereto are essential. A little pro^.ng by the Courts, for example, will help 

curb lawyers of their tendency toward procrastination. A call of the docket of all 

cases pending, in con- OHART 23 

STATUS OF  THE CIVIL  DOCKETS 

IN COURTS HAVING LESS   THAN   1000   CASES   INSTITUTED 

SEPTEMBER  1,1955-AUGUST 31, 1958 

Sourcei 

PENDING 

SOMERSET~^WH 

GARRETT^^^H 

CHARLES^^^H 

DORCHESTER^^^B 

KENT^^^H 

TALB0T^^^| 

QUEEN ANNES^^H^ 

CALVERT^^^H 

CAROLINE*^ 

ItsliiU 1           1 
TERMINATED FILED 

L L pr r r !    '" 

i 
" 

0 

Tables EJ. and E-2 

200 400                     600                  800 

CASES 

 1 

1000 

trast to merely those on 

the trial docket presents 

an opportunity to remove 

from the backlog through 

peremptory action the 

never-to-be-tried case, 

as well as those suscepti- 

ble of settlement but 

seemingly never settled 

until almost at the trial 

table. When actually 

faced with trial a certain 
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percentage of such cases disappear from the docksts never to be heard from again. Suc- 

cess of the project to clear away the dead wood obviously assumes, in fact, necessir 

tates, a certain firmness on the part of the presiding judges. 

In no juris- 
CHART 2lj 

STATUS OF  THE  CIVIL DOCKETS 

IN COURTS HAVING BETWEEN 1000 AND 2000  CASES INSTITUTED 

SEPTEMBER  1,1955-AUGUST 31,1958 

E 
PENDING TERMINATED FILED 

FREDERICK 

CARROLL 

' CECIL 

WICOMICO 

HOWARD 

WORCESTER 

SAINT MARYS 

"400 800 

CASES 

1200 1600 2000 

Source:   TaMAS E-l and E-2 

. - CHART 25 
STATUS OF  THE CIVIL DOCKETS 

IN COURTS HAVING BETWEEN 2000 AND 3000 CASES INSTITUTED 

SEPTEMBER   1,1955-AUGUST 31,1958 

PENDING TERMINATED FILED 

ALLEGANY 

WASHINGTON 

HARFORD 3 
-i 1 •—• 

0 400 800 1200       1600     2000      2400    2600 

CASES 

J 

Source i    Tables E-l and E-2 

diction in the state is 

there an undue backlog of 

criminal cases awaiting 

trial, as the tables con- 

taining the exact figures 

for each jurisdiction 

will reveal. In the 

nature of the cases, there 

are a number constantly 

pending, but with few ex- 

ceptions a quick tiial of 

them is assured, to which 

subject this report will 

allude later. 

Under the classi- 

fications used in the sta- 

tistical tables pertaining 

to law cases, personal 

injury and property dam- 

age cases arising out of 

automobile accidents are 

listed as "motor torts", 

while "other torts" in- 

clude personal injury and 

property damage cases aris- 
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ing from a miscellaneous assortment of causes, i.e., falls on ice, slippery floors, 

faulty stairs, as well as assault and battery, libel, slander and falsfe i^sonrtent; 

"other contracts" include 
CHART 26 

STATUS OF   THE  CIVIL POCKETS 

IN COURTS HAVING  MORE THAN   5000  CASES   FILED 

SEPTEMBER  1,1955 - AUGUST 31,1958 

PENDING TERMINATED FILED 

BALTIMORE CITY 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 

PRINCE   GEORGES 

MONTGOMERY 

ANNE ARUNDEL 

18,110 28/»93 46£03 

^^^^».. . ^^B 
•__ 
*-• -;z 

2000        4000 

CASES 

6000        8000 10000 

Sourcei    Ife&Les E-l and E-2 

CHART 27 

CIVIL  CASES  AND  APPEALS  FILED, TERMINATED, AND   PENDING 

IN   THE COURTS OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,1955 - AUGUST 31,1958 

PENDING  8/31/1955 

FILED 

TERMINATED 

PENDING  8/31/1956 

FILED 

TERMINATED 

PENDING 8/31/1957 

FILED 

TERMINATED 

PENDING   6/31/1958 

Source:    Tables E-l and £-2 

10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 
CASES 

actions in assumpsit, 

other than confessed judg- 

ments, and "other law" in- 

cludes such actions as 

detinue, replevin, eject- 

ment,  conversion, trespass, 

mandamus, and issues from 

the Orphans'  and Equity 

courts. 

Under appeals, 

one division includes only 

those coming up from the 

People's Courts and from 

the magistrate courts, 

while the second division, 

headed "other", includes 

appeals from administrative 

agencies such as the Work- 

men's Compensation Com- 

mission, Liquor License 

Commissioners, State Tax 

Commission, Motion Picture 

Censors, Supervisors of 

^lections, the Employment 

Security Board.    In soire 
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of the tables these appeals have been consolidated. The Condemnationj Habeas Corpus 

and Confessed Jtdgmsnbs classifications are, of course, self-explanatory. 

The four charts numbered 23 through 26, although not drawn to the same 

scale, consolidate and graphically illustrate the statistical information compiled in 

Table E. All portions of each bar are read as extending ffom the extreme left of the 

chart, i.e., in Somerset County there are lli9 cases pending, 698 were tenninated and 

81+7 were filed. 

Tables B-l through B-5 showing percentage distribution of cases fLlsd in 

each county have been altered somewhat from those used in previous reports to in- 

clude the nunfoer of civil and criminal appeals to the various courts. In order that 

year to year comparisons might be made, the changes have not been peraitted to in- 

fluence the percentage distribution of original suits as heretofore calculated. 

Tables C-l, C-2, D-l and D-2 reveal the types of cases filed and terminated 

throughout the state, while Tables E and F cany comparative figures covering the 

past three years, with per cent of terminations. The increase of civil cases is 

portrayed in Table G, while in Tables H-l, H-2 and H-3 is shown the work of each of 

the courts over an eight year period. 



TOTAL-FIRST CIRCUIT 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

DORCHESTER COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

SOMERSET COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

WICOMICO COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

. TABLE A-l 

LAW, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1.  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31,  1958 

51. 

PENDING AUGUST 31. 1957 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES 

1132 

391 

525 

216 

17U 

191 

87 

79 

25 

1»28 

U5 

238 

75 

APPEALS 

961 

IW* 

37 32 

no no 

27 2 

171 

75 

79 

17 

359 

97 

238 

21* 

WORCESTER COUNTY 339 287 

LAW 152. m 
EQUITY 98 98 

CRIMINAL 89 hQ 

171 

353 38 

525 0 

83 133 

30 

5 

0 

25 

20 

12 

0 

69 

18 

0 

51 

52 

3 

0 

It? 

827 

626 

668 

3SU 

123 

126 

105 

380 

158 

106 

n6 

822 

259 

298 

265 

FILED 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

2121 1771 

565 

287 

96 

182 

792 

626 

353 

293 

121 

126 

lt6 

337 

lli6 

106 

85 

655 

21t0 

298 

117 

U86 

285 

96 

105 

350 

35 

0 

315 

61 

2 

0 

59 

lt3 

12 

0 

31 

167 

19 

0 

lli8 

79 

2 

0 

77 

TERMINATED 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

2053 1705 

805 

579 

669 

It03 

183 

98 

122 

767 

222 

290 

255 

287 

79 

17lt 

358 

170 

98 

90 

612 

20lt 

290 

ne 

51t0 1*70 

28U 

79 

107 

3lt8 

767 38 

579 0 

359        310 

PENDING END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES 

1*5 

13 

0 

32 

155 

18 

0 

137 

70 

3 

0 

67 

1200   1027 

1*13 

572 

215 

168 

62 

87 

19 

361* 

152 

n5 

97 

150 

51 

37 

12 

303 

150 

US 

38 

173 

378    35 

572     0 

77   138 

.18 

11 

0 

7 

61 

2 

0 

59 

31*3 265 78 185 172 13 

113 109 It 1*7 1*1* 3 

112 112 0 121* 121* 0 

ns 1*1* 71* H* 1* 10 

1*83 1*02 81 

152 133 19 

2!t6 21*6 0 

85 23 62 

t* 
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fAHLE A-2 

LAW, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER i. 1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31, 1958 

TOTAL-SECOND CIRCUIT 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

PENDING AUGUST 31. 1957 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES APPEALS 

fcSO 

122 

CECIL COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

TALBOT COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

U57 

187 

219 

51 

129 

52 

59 

18 

931 

U22 

178 

219 

25 

KENT COUNTY 191 178 

LAW 102 99 

EQUITY 67 67 

CRIMINAL 22 12 

120 

51 

59 

10 

80 

U23 16 

U50 0 

58 6U 

FILED 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES 

2076   1865   211 

958 

605 

513 

925 33 

605 0 

335  178 

TERMINATED 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES APPEALS 

2002 

997 

606 

U09 

1829 183 

979 18 

606 0 

2JJU 165 

PENDING END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES APPEALS 

1075        967 

Uoo 

1|1|9 

226 

CAROLINE COUNTY 9U 89 

LAW 37 37 

EQUITY 52 52 

CRIMINAL 5 0 

208 

103 

79 

26 

187 

97 

79 

11 

21 

6 

0 

15 

20b 

111 

6k 

29 

35 

9 

0 

26 

958 

U79' 

268 

211 

905 

U6I* 

268 

173 

53 

15 

0 

38 

13 

3 

o 

10 

283 

96 

81 

106 

228 

91 

81 

56 

55 

5 

o 

50 

i 

0 

8 

352 

153 

10U 

95 

305 

lit8 

10l» 

53 

108 

369 31 

Ui9 0 

Ui9 77 

182 22 98 9U b 

108 '3 29 26 3 

6U 0 67 67 0 

10 19 2 1 1 

990 933 57 U25 39U 31 

512 505 7 15U 137 17 

325 325 0 162 162 0. 

153 103 50 109 95 Hi 

275 21*0 35 199 166 33 

118 116 2 80 7U 6 

72 72 0 76 76 0 

85 52 33 143 16 27 

UtO 122 18 275 2U0 35 285 2J*3 U2 130 115 11 

61 58 3 127 125 2 129 125 h 59 58 1 

53 53 0 73 73 0 69 69 0 57 57 0 

26 11 15 75 lt2 33 87 U9 38 1U k 10 

U7 258 231 27 223 19U 29 

5 127 125 2 78 7U U 

0 76 76 0 87 87 0 

U2 55 30 25 58 33 25 



TOTAL-THIRD CIRCUIT 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

TABLE A-3:. 

LAVy, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1.  1957      THROUGH AUGUST 31,  1958 

53. 

PENDING. AUGUST 31, 1957 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

U32li . 38119 

2110 1769 

19li8 19U8 

266 132 

1*75 

31*1 

0 

131* 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 3798 331*8 

LAW 1855 1530, 

EQUITY 1711 1711 

CRIMINAL 232 107 

1*50 

325 

o 

125 

HARFORD COUNTY 526 501 

LAW 255 239 

EQUITY 237 237 

CRIMINAL 31* 25 

25 

16 

o 

9 

FILED 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS       CASES 

5271       1*851. 

2191 

2095 

985 

2001 

2095, 

758 

1*270   •   3920 

1721* 

1750 

796 

151*6 

1750 

621* 

1001 

1*67 

31*5 

189 

931* 

1*55 

31*5 

131*. 

1*17 

190 

0 

227 

350 

178 

0 

172 

67 

12 

0 

55 

TERMINATED 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS     CASES 

51*88       U983 

21*30 

2176 

882 

2123 

2176 

681i 

505 

307 

0 

198 

PENDING END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES APPEALS 

1*107   3720 

1871 

1867 

369 

908 

1*23. 

308 

177 

81*1* 

'1*13 

308 

123 

61* 

10 

0 

51* 

619 

299 

,271* 

1*6 

161*7 

1867 

206 

387. 

221* 

0 

163 

1*580 . 1|139 1*1*1 31*88 3129 359 

2007 1710. 297 1572 1366 206 

1868 1868   ; 0 1593 1593 0 

705 561 1W* 323 170 153 

591 28;. , 

281 18 

271* 0 . 

36 10 
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mBLE A-li 
LAW, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1, 1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31, 1958 

PENDING AUGUST 31.   1957 FILED TERMINATED PENDING END OP AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES         APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES         APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

TOTAL-FOURTH CIRCUIT 977         805         172 2820 2385 U35 2767       2292        1*75 1030 898 132 

LAW 373        33U          39 1371 1261 no 1370      1267         103 37li 328 1»6 

EQUITY U*2         Wi2             0 829 829 0 719         719             0 552 552 0 

CRIMINAL 162         29        133 620 295 325 678        306        372 101* 18 86 

ALLEGANY COUNTY 359 298 61 1153 lOUO 113 1088 956 132 1|2U 382 U2 

LAW 108 85 23 602 572 30 581 911 ho 129 116 13 

EQUITY 210 210 0 389 389 0 333 333 0 266 266 0 

CRIMINAL ia 3 38 162 79 83 171* 82 92 29 0 29 

GARRETT COUNTY 228 171 57 3W» 306 38 391 315 76 181 162 19 

LAW 119 113 6 176 175 1 181 178 3 11U no h 

EQUITY 32 32 0 91 91 0 79 79 0 hh hh 0 

CRIMINAL 77 26 51 77 UO 37 131 58 73 23 8 15 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 390 336 5U 1323 1039 281* 1288 1021 267 1*25 351* 71 

LAW 1U6 136 10 593 51U 79 608 51*8 60 131 102 29 

EQUITY 200 230 0 3U9 31*9 0 307 307 0 21*2 21*2 0 

CRIMINAL Ui 0 hh 381 176 205 373 166 207 52 10 1*2 



TABLE A-5 

LAW, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31.  1958 

55. 

PENDING AUGUST 31. 1957 FILED TERMINATED PENDING END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES         APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS         CASES          APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

TOTAL-FIFTH CIRCUIT 
• 

1653      1572          81 39lll* 3736 208 3395       3211         181* 2202 2097 105 

•   LAW    :•.'•: 715         687           28 2063 2028 35 1776       17U9           27 1002 966 36 

EQUITY 773         773            0 1237 1237 0 1025      1025            0 985 985 0 

CRIMINAL 165        112          53 6kh Ml 173 59U         1*37         157 215 11(6 69 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY- 

CRIMINAL 

1185  1126 

.1*73 

601* 

108 

1*51 

601* 

71 

59 

22 

0 

37 

2555   21(1(1*   HI 

1212 

91*2 

1*01 

1190 

91*2 

312 

22 

0 

89 

2096 

972 

71*2 

382 

1997 99 161*1, 1573 71 

951* 18 713 687 26 

71*2 0 8CJ1( SOU 0 

301 81 127 82 1*5 

CARROLL COUNTY 299 282 17 733 696 37 700. 661* 37 331 311* 17 

LAW 189 181* 5 515 503 12 511* 505 9 190 182 8 

EQUITY 96 96 b 11(2 11*2 0 118 118 0 120 120 0 

CRIMINAL 11* 2 12 76 51 25 69 la 28 21 12 9 

HOWARD COUNTY 169 lib 5 656 596 60 598 550 1*8 227 210 17 

LAW 53 52 1 336 335 1 290 290 0 99 97 2 

EQUITY 73 73 0 153 153 0 165 165 0 61 61 0 

CRIMINAL 1*3 39 1* 167 108 59 11(3 95 1*8 67 52 15 



56. 

TAH.E A-6 
UAW, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE'SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER  1.  19 5?    .THROUGH AUGUST 31.  1958 

1 PENDING AUGUST 31, 1957 FILED TERMINATED PENDING END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES   ;     APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS        CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

TOTAL-SIXTH CIRCUIT 2376       2208         168 3602 3311 291 331*6      3061* 282 2632 21*55 177 

LAW 126li       1192            72 1781* 1728 56 1682       1612 70 1366 1308   • 58 

EQUITY 925         925            0 1367 1367 0 1156      1156 0 1096 1096 0 

CRIMINAL 187           91          96 U51 216 i 
235 1*68         256 212 170 51 119 

FREDERICK COUNTY 391* 367 ; 27 696 631* 62 616 563 

LAW 181 177 : 1* . 276 271 5 21)9 21*6 : 

EQUITY 182 182 0 271 271 0 225 , 225 

CRIMINAL .    .31 .   8 23 li*9 92 57 11£ :• 92 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 1982 181*1 Uil 2906 2677 229 2730 2501 229 2158 2017 11,1 

LAW 1083 .iqi5 68 . 1508 11*57 51 11*33 1366 67 1158 1106 52 

EQUITY 71*3 71*3 0 1096 1096 0 971 971 0 868 868 0 

.    CRIMINAL. 156 83   ! 73 302 121* 178 326 161* 162 132 1.3 89 



TABLE A-7 

LAW. CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER  1,  1957     THROUGH  AUGUST 31,  1958 

57. 

PENDING AUGUST 31,   1957 FILED TERMINATED • PENDING END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES          APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS         CASES          APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

TOTAL-SEVENTH CIRCUIT 356U 3001*         560 5367 1(1(17 950 1(183       3238         91*5 1*71*8 1*183 565 

LAW 1630 11496         131* 2221* 2096 128 1387       1301          86 21*67 2291 176 

EQUITY 133U 1331*            0 1850 1850 0 11*08       11*08   '          0 1776 1776 0 

CRIMINAL 600 171*         1(26 1293 1*71 822 1388         529         859 505 116 389 

CALVERT COUNTY 107 102 5 313 215     . 98 263 171*   , 89 157 11*3 u* 

LAW 62 62 0 102 012 0 1,11 111 0 63 63 0 

EQUITY 38 38 0 71* 71* 0 37 37 ., 0 75 75 0 

CRIMINAL 7 2 5 127 29 98 115 26 89 19 5 U*. 

CHARLES COUNTY 222 201* 18 361* 331* 30 326 291 35 260 21*7 13 

LAW 75 67 ^8 , 11*5 131* 11 .   135 121 li* 85 80 5 

EQUITY 98 98    " 0 113 W •o 63. 63 0 11*8 11*8 0 

CRIMINAL 1(9 39 10 106 87 19 128 107 21 27 19 8 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

LAW 

EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

ST. MARY'S COUNTY 

• LAW 

. EQUITY 

CRIMINAL 

2850 2351 

1313 1200 

101*5 101*5 

1*92 106. 

1(99 

113. 

. 0. 

386 

1*216'  31*76 

1772 

1515 

929 

165T 

1515 

301* 

71*0 

,115 

0 

625 

3336  2539 

1031 

1236 

1069 

960 

1236 

31*3 

797 

71 

0 

726 

3730 

20$1* 

1321* 

352 

3288 

1897 

1321* 

67 

1*1(2 

157 

0 

285 

NTY 385.,. :;31*7- . 38 .    1*71* 392 82 , 258, 231* 21* 601 505 96 

180, ,167 

1 

, ' 13 ,••:, 195- .193, 2 : no 109 1 265 251 11* 

153 153 0 : 11*8 11*8 0 72 72 0 229 229 0 

.     52 27 :   25 131 51 80 :    76 53 23 107 25 . 82 



58. 

TABLE A-8 
LAW, CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31. 1958 

PENDING AUGUST 31.   1957 FILED TERMINATED PENDING END OF AUGUST 

••• 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS         CASES          APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS         CASES          APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS         CASES          APPEALS 

TOTAL-EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE CITY I5,lll9   ll;,329        820 23,822 21,933 1889 19,393   17,591       1802 19,578   18,671       907 

TOTAL-LAW. COURTS » 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMMON  PLEAS 

BALTIMORE CITY 

6900 6202 698 

3838 3613 225 

WiZ U03 39 

2620 2186 lt3U 

8930 7931* 996(1) 

5552 53U* 238 

3lil 297 kk 

3037 2323 711* 

7296  63U6 950 

1(328  lilU9   179 

3l»2   318    21* 

2626  1879   71*7 

8531* 7790 71*1* 

5062 1*778 281* 

1*1*1 382 59 

3031 2630 1*01 

TOTAL-EQUITY COURTS 7312 7312 0 7379 7379 0 5115 5115 0 9576 9576 

CIRCUIT COURT 2991* 2991* 0 3329 3329 0 2602 2602 0 3721 3721 

CIRCUIT COURT No.  2 1*318 1018 0 1*050 1*050 0 2513 2513 0 5855 5855 

TOTAL-CRIMINAL COURTS 937 815  122 7513   6620  893(2) 6982   6130 852 11*68  1305  163 

LAW. CRIMINAL AND EQUITY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN THE STATE OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31. 1958 

PENDING AUGUST 31, 1957 FILED TERMINATED PENDINC END OF AUGUST 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

CASES 
AND 

APPEALS CASES APPEALS 

TOTAL-STATE OF MARYLAND 30,186 27,659 2527 1*9,023 1*1*. 272 1*751 1*2,637 37,913 1*721. 36,572 3i*,ai8 2551* 

LAW 13,822 12,1*56 1366 20,31*8 18,765 1583 17,7ll3 16,11*1* 1599 16,1*27 15,077 1350 

EQUITY 13,709 13,709 0 15,988 15,988 0 12,821* 12,821* 0 16,873 16,873 0 

CRIMINAL 2655 lltfl* rua. 12,687 9519 3168 12,070 891*5 3125 3272 2068 1201* 

AO — AIO 

• Figures adjusted to Include "terminations'' during July and August 1957 
(1) Of the 996 appeals to the law courts, 1*97 were Horn the People's Court of Baltimore City, 

excluding removals, 1*99 being other appeals. 
(2) Of the 893 appeals to the Criminal Court, 1*76 were from the Traffic Courts, shile 1*17 were 

other appeals. 



TABLE B-1 

DISTRIBUTION,  WITH   PERCENTAGES.  OF  CASES  AND  APPEALS   FILED 

IN   THE   COURTS   OF   MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31.  1958 

59. 

STATE FIRST  JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT 

ALL JUDICIAL 

CIRCUITS 
DORCHESTER SOMERSET WlCOMICO WORCESTER 

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER' PERCENT 

LAW   (TOTAL) 18,765 100.0 121 100.0 lfc6 100.0 2U0 100.0 285 100.0 

MOTOR  TORT U725 25.2 15 12 .h 20 13.7 31 12.9 32 ii.2 

OTHER  TORT 1509 8.0 0 0.0 2 1.5 5 2.1 2 0.7 

CONFESSED JUDGMENTS 3li79 18.5 27 22.3 62 U2.5 76 31.7" 151 :    53.0 

OTHER   CONTRACT U712 25.1 10 8.3 1*1 28.1 Ifi 20.U 69 21N2 

CONDEMNATION U59 2.5 1» 3.3 16 11.0 31 12.9 7 2.5 

HABEAS  CORPUS h$5 2.6 U 3.3 0 0.0 2 0.8 '2 0.7 

POST CONVICTION 0 0.0 0 0.0 0   - 0.0 0 0.0 6 0.0 

OTHER 3386 18.1 61 50.U 5 '• 3.2 U6 19.2 22 7.7 

APPEALS — 1583 100.0 2 100.0 12 100.0 ' 19 100.0 2 100.0 

PEOPLES / MAGISTRATES 81i2 53.2 0 '     0.0 8 66.7 11 57.9 1: 50.0 

OTHER 710. U6.8 2 100.0 k 33.3 8 1*2.1 1 50.0 

EQUITY   (TOTAL) 15,988 100.0 126 100.0 106 100.0 298 100.0 96 100.0 

ADOPTION I6U1 10.1 12; 9.5 ' 7 6.6 21* 8.1 U U.2 

DIVORCE 7723 i U8.3 79 62.7 58 51».7 lijj U8.3 51 53.1 

FORECLOSURE 239l'; 15.0 '   "v •   '   8.7 •     12 U.3 53 17.8 12 12.5 

OTHER 1*260! 26.6 21* 19.1 29 27.U 77 25.8 29 30.2 

CRIMINAL  (TOTAL) 9519 100.0 U6 100.0 85 '•• 100.0 117 100.0 105 100.0 

BASTARDY 782 8.2 6    - 13.1 ' 9 10.6 ^ 12.0 15 ll*.3 

DESERTION 871 9.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 5 1*.8 

OTHER     : 7866 82.6 Uo 86.9 76 89.1* ioe 87.2 85 80.9 

APPEALS- 3168 100.0 5? 100.0 31 100.0 iW 100.0 77 100.0 

TRAFFIC   '                 ':- "- 1570 hS.6 21* U0.6 12 38.7 75 50.7 31 1*0.3 

OTHER 1598 '    50.1* 35 59 J» 19 61.3 73 1*9.3 1*6 59.7 



60. 

TABLE B-2 

DISTRIBUTION,  WITH   PERCENTAGES,  OF  CASES  AND  APPEALS  FILED 

IN  THE  COURTS  OF  MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31,  1958 

SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

CAROLINE CECIL KENT QUEEN ANNE'S TALBOT 

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER :   PERCENT NUMBER ••   PERCENT NUMBER :   PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

LAW   (TOTAL) 97 100.0 M j     100.0 91 !    100.0 125 j    100.0 11*8 100.0 

MOTOR TORT 11 11.3 30 6.3 7 7.7 10 8.0 13 8.8 

OTHER  TORT 2 2.1 9 1.8 1 1.2 3 2.U 5 3.U 

CONFESSED  JUDGMENTS U3 Jiii.3 aoe U3.1* 37 UD.6 38 :     30.U UO 27.0 

OTHER   CONTRACT- 31 31.9 125 27.8 26 28.5 30 2U.0 3 2.1 

CONDEMNATION 5 5.3 9 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 li.O 

HABEAS   CORPUS l 1.0 9 1.8 0 0.0 2 1.6 6 U.o 

POST  CONVICTION 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

OTHER h lul 80 17.1 20 22.0 12 ;     33.6 75 50.7 

APPEALS — 6 100.0 15 100.0 5 100.0 2 100.0 5 100.0 

PEOPLES / MAGISTRATES h 66.7 3 20.0 1 20.0 1 5o.o 1 20.0 

OTHER 2 33.3 12 80.0 h 80.0 1 5o.o k 80.0 

EQUITY   (TOTAL) 79 100.0 268 100.0 81 :    100.0 73 100.0 101* 100.0 

ADOPTION 10 12.7 23 8.6 11 13.7 10 13.8 12 11.5 

DIVORCE U9 62.0 117 1*3.7 36 l*l*.li 35 1*7.9 55 52.9 

FORECLOSURE 6 7.6 27 10.0 12 ll*.8 7 9.6 8 7.7 

OTHER 11* 17.7 101 37.7 22 27.1 21 28.7 29 27.9 

. 
CRIMINAL   (TOTAL) 11 100.0 173 100.0 56 100.0 1*2 100.0 53 100.0 

BASTARDY 1 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.8 

DESERTION 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

OTHER 10 90.9 173   \ 100.0 56 100.0 hi '   100.0 51 96.2 

APPEALS — 15 ,  100.0 38   \ 100.0 50 100.0 33    ! 100.0 1*2 100.0 

TRAFFIC 10 71.U 20   \ 52.6 13 26.0 •     15   ! 1*5.5 31 73.8 

OTHER 5 28.6 18   i 1*7.1* 37 7U.0 18    : 51*.5 11 26.2 



I 
I 
I 

TABLE B-3 

DISTRIBUTION,  WITH   PERCENTAGES,  OF  CASES  AND  APPEALS   FILED 

IN  THE  COURtS  OF  MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957      THROUGH AUGUST 31,  1958 

61. 

THIRD  JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT FOURTH  JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE HARFORD ALLEGANY GARRETT WASHINGTON 

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER' PERCENT 

LAW   (TOTAL) 151*6 100.0 U55 100.0 572 100.0 175 100.0 511. 100.0 

MOTOR  TORT U88 31.6 100 22.0 88 15.U 20 11.1* 81* 16.1* 

OTHER  TORT 118 ' 7.6 6 1.3 20 3.5 1 0.6 39 7.6 

CONFESSED  JUDGMENTS 182 11.8 212 1*6.6 221 38.6 32 18.3 79 '15.U 

OTHER   CONTRACT 573 37.1 * 20.9 no 19.2 10 5.7 216 1*2.0 

CONDEMNATION 38 2.1t 11 2.U 36 6.3 17 9.7 1*3 8.1* 

HABEAS  CORPUS 61 3.9 0 0.0 21* 1».2 2 1.1 26 5.0 

POST  CONVICTION 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

OTHER 86 5.6 31 6.8 73 12.8 93 53.2 27 5.2 

APPEALS - 178 :   100.0 12 100.0 30 100.0 1 100.0 79 ;   100.0 

PEOPLE'S / MAGISTRATES 107 60.1 6 5o.o 10 33.3 0 0.0 l*o- ;    50.6 

OTHER 71 39.9 6 50.0 20 66.7 1 100.0 39 !     1*9.1* 

EQUITY   (TOTAL) 

ADOPTION 

DIVORCE 

FORECLOSURE 

OTHER 

1750 100.0 31.5 100.0 389 100.0 

186 10.6 56 16.2 55 llwl 

721. ia.u 160 1*6.1* 226 58.1 

311 17.8 37 10.7 23 5.9 

529 30.2 92 26.7 85 21.9 

91 

8 

39 

8 

36 

100.0 

8.8 

1*2.8 

8.8 

39.6 

31*9 

52 

211 

23 

63 

100.0 

ll*.9 

60.5 

6.6 

18.0 

CRIMINAL  (TOTAL) 621* 100.0 131* 100.0 79 100.0 1*0 100.0 176 100.0 

BASTARDY 26 U.2 26 19.1* li*   . 17.7 3 7.5 16 9.1 

DESERTION 102 16.3 1 0.7 1 1.3 2 5.0 3 '   1.7 

OTHER 1*96 79.5 107 79.9 61* 81.0 ••'   35 87.5 157 
:   89.2 

APPEALS - 172 100.0 55 100.0 83 100.0 37 100.0 205 100.0 

TRAFFIC 116 67.1* ¥> 83.6 1*3 51.8 15 1*0.5 77 37.6 

OTHER 56 32.6 9 16.1* 1*0 1*8.2 "22 59.5 128 62.1* 



62. 
DISTRIBUTION.   WITH   PERCENTAGES.   OF   CASES   AND   APPEALS   FILED 

IN   THE   COURTS   OF   MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER  1,   1957      THROUGH  AUGUST 31.  1958 

LAW   (TOTAL) 

MOTOR  TORT 

OTHER  TORT 

CONFESSED  JUDGMENTS 

OTHER   CONTRACT 

CONDEMNATION 

HABEAS  CORPUS 

POST  CONVICTION 

OTHER 

APPEALS — 

PEOPLE'S /MAGISTRATES 

OTHER 

FIFTH   JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT 

ANNE ARUNOEL 

NUMBER 

1190 

179 

Uz 

238 

582 

52 

3? 

0 

58 

22 

8 

11. 

100.0 

15.0 

3.5 

20.0 

U8.9 

k.k 

3.3 

0.0 

U.9 

100.0 

36.lt 

63.6 

CARROLL 

NUMBER      PERCENT 

503 

U8 

19 

220 

133 

28 

2 

0 

53 

100.0 

9.6 

3.8 

li3.7 

26 J* 

5.6 

0.k 

0.0 

10.5 

NUMBER 

12 : 100.0 

h \ 33.3 

8    \      66.7 

335 

28 

59 

136 

0 

8 

11* 

0 

90 

PERCENT 

100.0 

8.3 

17.6 

1(0.6 

0.0 

2J* 

U.2 

0.0 

26.9 

100.0 

0.0 

100.0 

SIXTH   JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT 

FREDERICK MONTGOMERY 

271 

hh 

7 

95 

99 

7 

2 

0 

17 

PERCENT 

100.0 

16.2 

2.6 

35.1 

36.5 

2.6 

0.7 

0.0 

6.3 

100.0 

1*0.0 

60.0 

11*57 

179 

110 

191 

1*76 

31* 

1*1 

0 

1*26 

51 

29 

22 

PERCENT 

100.0 

12.3 

7.6 

13.1 

32.7 

2.3 

2.8 

0.0 

29.2 

100.0 

5.7 

1*.3 

EQUITY   (TOTAL) 91*2 100.0 11*2 100.0 153 100.0 271 100.0 1096 100.0 

ADOPTION 96 10.2 18 12.7 15 9.8 1*1* 16.2 131* 12.2 
DIVORCE 1*1*2 1*6.9 53 .   37.3 60 39.2 151 55.7 517 1*7.2 
FORECLOSURE 228 2l*.2 27 19.0 29 19.0 17 6.3 112 10.2 
OTHER 176 :    18.7 kk 31.0 1*9 32.0 59 21.8 333 30.1* 

CRIMINAL  (TOTAL) 312 j     100.0 ,     51 100.0 108 :    100.0 92 ;    100.0 121* 100.0 

BASTARDY 25 ••   8.0 ...  n* 27.5 6 !.     5.6 1* tub 3    : 2.1. 
DESERTION 2 0.7 0 0.0 28 25.9 0 0.0 1    ! 0.8 

OTHER -     285 91.3 37 72.5 71* 68.5 88 95.6 120     ! 96.8 

APPEALS- 89 100.0 25    \ 100.0 59 100.0 57 100.0 178    ! 100.0 

TRAFFIC 1*1 1*6.1 18    l 72.0 ia 69.5 21 36.8 81*   .! 1*7.2 

OTHER 1*8 53.9 7    i 28.0 18 30.5 36 63.2 91*    \ 52.8 

AO-A4  TT. rrJ 



TABLE B-5 

DISTRIBUTION.   WITH   PERCENTAGES.   OF   CASES   AND   APPEALS   FILED 

IN  THE  COURTS  OF  MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1,  1957      THROUGH AUGUST 31.  1958 

63. 

SEVENTH   JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT EIGHTH * 

CALVERT CHARLES PRINCE GEORGE-S ST.   MARY'S BALTIMORE CITY 

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER :  PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT KlUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

LAW   (TOTAL) 112 100.0 13U j    100.0 1657 100.0 193 100.0 793U 100.0 

MOTOR  TORT 16 lii.3 2k \     17.9 218 13.2 28 Ul.5 300L2 37.9 

OTHER  TORT 3 2.7 9 6.7 95 ?•? 6 3.1 9li6 11.9 

CONFESSED  JUDGMENTS 35 31.2 38 j     28.1» 216 13.0 59 30.6 8fc9 10i7 

OTHER  CONTRACT 0 0.0 31* ;   25.U 6 o.k 6 3.1 1988 25.1 

CONDEMNATION 17 15.2 3 2.2 30 1.8 3 1.6 51 0.7 

HABEAS  CORPUS 1 0.9 13 9.7 1* 2.6 0 0.0 198 2.5 

POST  CONVICTION 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

OTHER 1*0 35.7 13 9.7 10U6 63.1 91 U7.1 887 11.2 

APPEALS- 0 100.0 11 100.0 115 100.0 2 100.0 996 100.0 

PEOPLES / MAGISTRATES 0 0.0 8 72.7 100 87.0 1 5o.o U97 1»9.9 

OTHER 0 0.0 3 27.3 15 13.0 1 5o.o U99 50.1 

EQUITY   (TOTAL) 71* 100.0 113 100.0 1515 100.0 U*8 100*0 7379 100.0 

ADOPTION 7 9.5 5 U.1* 178 11.8 32 21.6 615 8.3 

DIVORCE 25 33.8 55 1*8.7 900 59 .U 39 26.3 31*97 1*7.1* 

FORECLOSURE 12 16.2 U* 12.1* 191 12.6 30 20.3 1181 16.0 

OTHER 30 1*0.5 39 3l».5 21*6 16.2 1*7 31.8 .2086 28.3 

CRIMINAL  (TOTAL) 29      1 100.0 87 100.0 301* 100.0 51 100.0 6620 100.0 

BASTARDY 9     | 31.0 8 9.2 1*7 15.1* 0 0.0 53U 8.1 

DESERTION h    | 13.8 2 2.3 2 0.7 u 7.9 713 10.8 

OTHER 16   ; 55.2 77 88.5 255 83.9 1*7 92.1 5373 81.1 

APPEALS — 98    \ 100.0 19 100.0 625 100.0 80 100.0 893 100.0 

TRAFFIC 56    j 57.1 18 9l*.7 236 37.8 51 63.8 1*76 53.3 

OTHER h2    \ 1*2.9 1 5.3 389 62.2 29 36.2 1*7 1*6.7 

EIGHTH   JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT 



61t. 

TABLE 0-1 

LAW 

COMPOSITE TABLE OF LAW CASES *  FILED AND TERMINATED IN THE 

COURTS OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER t, 1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31. 1958 

MOTOR TOUT 

_r._.,         T 

OTHER TORT 

r            T F                         T 

OTHER 

F 

CONTRACT 

T 

CONDEMNATION 

F                         T 

.   HABEAS CORPUS 

F                         T 

POST CONVICTION 

F                             T 
(ArpSBVi 
F                             T 

TOTALS 

FIRST CIRCUIT 
•     - 

DORCHESTER COUNTY | 15 6 0 0 27 .27 10 5 ,        U 3 h 3 0 0 63           69 123 113 

SOMERSET COUNTY 20 26 2 1 62 62 111 50 16 2S 0 0 0 0 17           19 158 183 
WICOMICO COUNTY 31 30 5 5 76 76 Iff 51 31 7 2 1 0 0 65           52 259 222 

WORCESTER COUNTY 32 27 2 i 151 151 69 68 7 5 2 u 0 0 2ll             31 287 287 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

CAROLINE  COUNTY 11 17 2 2 Ii3 !|3 31 36 5 5 1 1 0 0 10             7 103 111 

CECIL. COUNTY 30 36 9 11 202 202 125 121 9 8 9 9 0 0 95         125 Ii79 512 

KENT COUNTY 7 5 •     1 1 37 37 26 29 0 '•'3 0 0 0 0 25          W 96 118. 

QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY 10 11 3 3 38 .  .•M 30 25 0 •7.:. 2 3 0 0 Ul             ll2 127 129 

TALBOT COUNTY 13 12 5 2 UO Uo 3 2 6 k 6 6 0 0 80           61 153 127 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE COUNTY m .527 118 11$ 182 182 573 .516 38 29 61 65 0 0 26U         569 172U 2007 

HARPORD COUNTY 100 Sh 6 8 212 212 95 79 11 7 0 0 0 0 Ii3           33 1|67 1|23 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

ALLEGANY COUNTY 88 87 20 26 221 221 110 121 36 17 2ii 21l '••   0   • 0 103         85 602 581 

GARRETT COUNTY 20 U0 i V "'.  32 32 io ib 17  .23' 2 2 0 0 9!i    ..     70 176 . 181 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY 81t 117 39 80 •79 79 216 176 . to 5lt 26 26 0 0 106           76 593 608 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 179 128 Ii2 28 238 236 582 U2U 52 51 39 ,    37 0 0 80           66 1212 972 

CARROLL COUNTY M U2 19 2U 220 220 133 112 28 Uo 2 2 0 0 65           7li SIS Sill 

HOWARD COUNTY 28 20 59 1|6 136 136 0 0 8 a 111 IS 0 0 91           69 336 290 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

FREDERICK COUNTY U» 33 7 3 95 95 99 69 7 12 2 2 0 0 22           35 276 2li9 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 179 166 110   . 106 191 191 U76 WO 3l| 33 10. 26 0 0 U77         lilil 1508 Ili33 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
'.•' 

CALVERT COUNTY 16 Hi 3 2 35 '   35 0' 0 17 16 1 1 0 0 kO           Ii3 112 111 

CHARLES COUNTY 2U 16 9 li 38 38 3U 1|2 3 0 13 13 0 0 21i           22 HiS 135 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 218 162 95 IQll 216 216 6 2 30 39 I16 .. to 0 0 1161         U65 1772 1031 

ST.  MARY'S COUNTY 28 19 6 a~ 59 59 '     6 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 93           27 195 110 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE CITY 3012 .2571 9U6 . 676 8U9 8U9 .1988 .1579 .   5U  . .57. 198. 198 . ...0 0 1883       1360 893Q. 7296 

F - FILED 
T - TERMINATED 

APPEALS   INCLUDED 



TABUi o-a 

EQUITY-CRIMINAL 

COMPOSITE TABLE OF EQUITY AND CRIMINAL * CASES FILED AND TERMINATED IN THE 

COURTS OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1. 1957  THROUGH AUGUST 31. 1958 

65. 

ADOPTION DIVORCE.   ETC. FORECLOSURE DESERTION.   ETC. 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

DORCHESTER COUNTY      • 

SOMERSET COUNTY 

WICOMICO   COUNTY 

WORCESTER   COUNTY 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

CAROLINE COUNTY 

CECIL COUNTY 

KENT COUNTY 

QUEEN   ANNE'S  COUNTY 

TALBOT  COUNTY 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE  COUNTY 

HARFORD   COUNTY 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

ALLEGANY COUNTY 

GARRETT  COUNTY 

WASHINGTON   COUNTY 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

ANNE   ARUNDEL COUNTY 

CARROLL COUNTY 

HOWARD  COUNTY 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

FREDERICK   COUNTY 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

SEVENTH CJRCUIT 

CALVERT COUNTY 

CHARLES  COUNTY 

PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY 

ST.   MARY'S  COUNTY 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE  CITY 

F- FILED 

T - TERMINATED 

12 

7 

2U 

U 

10 

23 

11 

10 

12 

186 

56 

96- 

18 

15 

Ik 

13U 

7 

5 

178 

32 

615 

lit 

7 

25 

h 

9 

28 

10 

6 

9 

268 

5U 

79 

58 

51 

U9 

117 

36 

35 

55 

72li 

160 

91 

17 

15 

kk 

155 

2 

'5 

195 

21 

356 

UU2 

53 

60 

151. 

517 

25 

55 

900 

39 

3U97 

56 

57 

120 

38 

31 

133 

38 

30 

Ii3 

672 

121 

55 51 226 186 

8 9 39 .30 

52 57 211 177 

365 

38 

77 

m 
.350 

12 

36 

680 

27 

2539 

11 

12 

53 

12 

6 

27 

12 

7 

8 

311 

37 

23 

8 

23 

228 

27 

29 

17 

112 

12 

lit 

1S1 

30 

1181 

lit 

9 

M 

18 

5 

Uo 

7 

6 

5 

319 

39 

19 

8 

18 

•158 

.2lt 

. 28 

22 

95 

10 

10 

163 

9 

91ii 

21) 

29 

77 

29 

lit 

101 

22 

21 

29 

529 

92 

85 

36 

63 

176 

Itit 

lt9 

59 

333 

30 

39 

21i6 

U7 

2086 

28 

25 

97 

19 

19 

12U 

17 

27 

19 

609 

9U 

126 

106 

298 

96 

79 

268 

81 

73 

1QU 

1750. 

3li5 

389 

91 

3lt9 

128     9li2 

39 

ItS 

1,8 

371 

13 

12 

198 

15 

1306 

lll2 

153 

271' 

1096 

7U 

113 

1515 

lltB 

7379 

290 

79 

fill 

325 

72 

69 

76 

1868 

308 

333 

79 

307 

7lt2 

118 

165 

225 

971 

37 

63 

1236 

72 

5115 

6 

9 

lit 

15 

i 

o 

o 
0 

2 

26 

26 

lit 

3 

16 

25 

lit 

6 

li 

3 

9 

8 

li7 

0 

53U 

U5 

U22 

0 

0 

1 

5 

o 
0 

0 

0 

0 

102 

1 

1 

2 

3 

2 

0 

28 

0 

1 

li 

2 

2 

It 

713 

99 

107 

250 

162 

668 

162 

111? 

72 

362 

619 

1U5 

298 

nit 

96 

880 

127 

110 

110 

21iU 

155 

25 28 

211 lli7 

106 85 

75 87 

93 55 

626 

155 

157 

119 

351t 

37li 360 

62 56 

161    133        125 

136 

32U 

102 

120 

1023 

71 

6266       591il 

105 

116 

265 

182 

26 

211 

106 

75 

95 

796 

189 

162 

77 

381 

ItOl 

76 

167 

lli9 ' 

302 

127 

106 

929 

131 

118 

122 

255 

17li 

29 

153 

85 

87 

55 

705 

177 

17li 

131 

373 

382 

.    69 

Ui3 

11,2 

326 

115 

128 

1069 

76 

7513       6982 

APPEALS   INCLUDED 



66. TABLE D-l 

DISTKEBUTION OF CASES EELED IN THE COURTS OF MARYLAND 

September 1, 1957 - August 31, 1958 

1 * 
to 

8 
* 
8 

s 
1 

5 

(0 

| i 
m 

I 
! 

•a 

a 

I 
s 

j , 1 
* 

1 ! 

t n 
a 

CO 

'& 

o 
s 

•e 

ID 

£ 
•p 
CO 

1 
3 

LAW -TOTALS 123 158 259 287 103 U79 96 127 153 
I 

172l»! 1.67 602 176 593 1212 515 336 276 1508 112 ikS 1772 195 8930 20,3k8 

Motor Tort IS 20 31 32 U 30 7 10 13 U88 ilOO 88 20 8k 179 k8 28 kk 179 16 2k 218 28 3012 k72S 

Other Tort 0 2 5 2 2 9 1 3 5 118 |  6 | 20 1 39 k2 19 59 7 110 3 9 95 6 91*6 1509 

Confessed Judgments 27 62 76 151 U3 202 37 38 Uo 182 ^212 
1 

221 32 79 238 220 136 95 191 35 38 216 59 8k9 3k79 

Other Contract 10 u. 1)9 69 31 125 26 30 3 573 j 95 110 10 216 582 133 0 99 k76 0 3k 6 6 1988 k712 

Condemnation h 16 31 7 5 9 0 0 6 38 1 11 36 17 k3 52 28 8 7 3k 17 3 30 3 5k kS9 

Habeas Corpus k 0 2 2 1 9 0 2 6 61 1 0 2U 2 26 39 2 Ik 2 kl 1 13 k6 0 198 1*95 

Other Law a. 5 U6 22 h 80 20 1*2 75 86  31 73 93 27 58 S3 90 17 1*26 ko 13 lQk6 91 887 3386 

Appeals: 
People's/Hagis. Courts 0 8 11 1 h 3 1 1 1 107 6 10 0 ko 8 k 0 2 29 0 8 100 1 1)97 81*2 

Other 2 1» 8 1 2 12 h 1 U 71 6 20 1 39 Ik 8 1 3 22 0 3 IS 1 k99 7kl 

Bjomr . TOTALS 126 106 298 96 79 268 81 73 10U L7S0 3U5 389 91 3k9 9k2 lk2 153 271 1096 7k 113 ISIS lit8 7379 15,988 

Adoption 12 7 21. 1» 10 23 11 10 12 186 56 55 8 52 96 18 15 kk 13k 7 5 178 32 615 161k 

Divorce, etc. 79 58 1I»1» 51 10 117 .36 35 55 72U 160 226 39 211 kk2 53 60 151 517 25 55 900 39 3k97 7723 

Foreclosure 11 12 53 12 6| 27 12 7 8 311 37 23 8 23 228 27 29 17 112 12 Ik 191 30 1J.81 2391 

Other 2U 29 77 29 1U 101 22 21 29 529 92 85 36 63 176 kk k9 59 333 30 39 2k6 k7 2086 k260 

CRIKDIAL - TOTALS 105 116 265 182 26 211 106 75 95 796 189 162 77 381 1*01 76. 167 11*9 302 127 106 929 131 ?S13 12,687 

Bastardy 6 9 Hi 15 1 0 0 0 2 26 26 % 3 16 25 Ik 6 k 3 9 8 k7 0 53k 782 

Desertion, etc. 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 ioe 1 1 2 3 2 0 28 0 1 k 2 2 k 713 871 

Other UO 76 102 85 10 173 56 U2 51 U96 107 6U 35 157 285 37 7k 88 320 16 77 255 k7 ;373 7866 

Magistrate Appeals t 
Traffic Law 2h 12 75 31 10 20 13 15 31 116 U6 U3 IS 77 kl 18 1*1 21 8k 56 18 236 51 k76 1570 

Other 35 19 73 U6 5 18 37 18 11 56 9 1* 22 128 k8 7 18 36 9k 1*2 .1 389 29 1)17 1598 

Source t Monthly Reports of Cleric 9 



TAH-E D-2 

DISTKEBUTIOT OF OASES TERKDMED IN. THE COURTS OF.H&RILAin) 

Septembar 1, 1957 - August 31. 1958 

67. 

1 
! 

1 
to 

| 

5 
j H 

1 

a 

a 
<D 

I 1 1 I I g 
8 

4 

X 

* 

1 
0) 

a) 

u 

s 
n 

! 
g 

1 i 
LAW - TOTALS 113 183 222 287 111 512 118 129 127 2007 U23 581 181 608 972 SlU 290 2U9 1U33 111 135 1031 110 7296 17,7U3 

Motor Tort 6 26 30 27 17 36 5 11 12 527 8U 87 Uo 117 128 U2 20 33 166 U. 16 162 19 2577 U202 

Other Tort 0 1 5 1 2 11 l 3 2 119 8 26 u 80 28 2U U6 3 106 2 U 10U u 676 1260 

Confessed Judgments 27 62 76 151 U3 202 37 . 38 Uo 182 212 221 32 79 238 220 136 95 191 35 38 216 59 8U9 3U79 

Other Contract 5 So 51 68 36 121 29 25 2 516 79 121 10 176 U2U 112 0 69 U70 0 U2 2 1 1579 3988 

Condenmati on 3 25 7 5 5 8 3 7 u 29 7 17 23 SU 51 UO U 12 33 16 0 39 0 57 UU9 

Habeas Corpus 3 0 1 h 1 9 0 3 6 65 0 2U 2 26 37 2 15 2 26 1 13 U3 0 198 U81 

Other Law 65 6 3lt 28 h 118 Id 38 59 272 23 US 67 16 U8 65 69 32 37U U3 8 39U 26 U10 2285 

Appeals: 
People's/ Magls. Courts 0 7 9 2 2 3 1 3 0 213 6 13 0 25 10 5 0 1 U7 0 U. 61 1 527 950 

Other U 6 9 1 1 k 1 1 2 8U U 27 3 35 8 U 0 2 20 0 0 10 0 U23 6U9 

BQUm - TOTALS 112 98 290 79 6k 325 72 69 76 L868 308 333 79 307 7U2 118 165 225 971 37 63 1236 72 5115 12,82U 

Adoption 1U 7 25 U 9 28 10 6 9 268 5U 51 9 57 91 17 IS UU 155 2 5 195 21 356 1US2 

Mvorce, etc. 56 57 120 38 31 133 38 30 U3 672 121 186 30 177 365 38 77 111 350 12 36 680 27 2539 5967 

Foreclosure U. 9 U8 18 5 UO 7 6 5 319 39 19 8 18 158 2U 28 22 95 10 10 163 9 91U 1988 

Other 28 25 97 19 19 121» 17 27 19 609 9U 77 32 55 128 39 W. U8 371 13 12 198 15 1306 3U17 

CBIMINAL - TOTALS 118 122 255 171. 29 
1 

153 85 87 55 705 177 17U 131 373 382 69 1U3 1U2 326 115 128 1.069 76 6982 12,070 

Bastardy 8 12 10 Ill 1 6 0 0 0 19 21 16 10 16 22 13 2 6 1 9 7 US 1 U22 661 

Desertion, etc. 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 60 1 1 2 3 0 0 16 0 1 U 1 1 U 619 719 

Other 36 78 107 88 9 97 52 1.9 30 U82 101 65 U6 li.7 279 28 77 86 162 13 99 297 U8 5089 7565 

Magistrate Appeals: 
Traffic Law 33 9 68 27 10 31 18 20 18 99 U5 UU 16 8U UU 21 35 27 81 S3 21 22U 18 USl 1U97 

Other ia 23 69 Uo 9 19 IS 18 7 U5 9 U8 57 123 37 7 13 . 81 36 0 502 5 U01 1628 

Source: Monthly Reports of Clerks 



68. TABLE E 

THREE TEAR  COMPARATIVE, TABLE OF CIVIL CASES 
AMD APPEALS FILED AND CURRENTLY PENDING 

IN THE COURTS OF MARYLAND 
WITH PER CENT OF TERKENATIONS 

Year 
Ending 

Filed Since Sept. 1, 
(3 years) 

LAW      EQUITY 

1955 

TOTAL 

Pending Aug. 31, 1958 

LAW      EQUITY TOTAL 
Per Cent 

Terminated 

FIRST CIRCUIT 
Dorchester 8/3V56 

8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

119       131 
113       139 
123       126 
355      396 

250 
252 
21*9 
751 1*7       121* 171 77.2 

t    Somerset 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

185      119 
l5h      125 
158      106 
U97      350 

301* 
279 
261* 
81*7 62        87 11*9 82.2 

Wicomico 8/3V56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

325      313 
32lt       332 
259       298 
908       9U3 

638 
656 
557 
1851 152       21*6 398 78.7 

Worcester 8/3V56 
8/31/57 
8/3V58 
Total 

265       107 
298       130 
287        96 
850      333 

372 
1*28 
383 

1183 152       115 267 77.1* 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
Caroline 8/31/56 

8/31/57 
8/3V58 
Total 

103       73 
96       88 

103       79 
302       21*0 

176 
181* 
182 
51*2 29        67 96 82.3 

I Cecil 

i 
i 

8/3V56 
8/31/57 
8/3V58 
Total 

318       205 
361       222 
1*79       268 
1158      695 

523 
583 
71*7 

1853 151*       162 316 82.9 

| Kent 8/3V56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

171       101 
171       85 
96       81 

1*38       267 

272 
256 
177 
705 80        76 156 77.8 

i 
I   Queen Anne's 

:i 

8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

172        70 
137       79 
127       73 
1*36        222 

21*2 
216 
200 
658 59       57 116 82.1* 

Talbot 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

119       106 
119       78 
153       101* 
391       288 

225 
197 
257 
679 78       87 165 75.7 

?HIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore 8/31/56 

8/31/57 
8/3V58 

. Total 

1525      1303 
1591*      1505 
1721*      1750 
1*81*3      1*558 

2828 
3099 
31*71* 
91*01 1572      1593 3165 66.3 

Harford 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 
Total 

391       325 
1*17       315 
1*67      31*5 
1275      985 

716 
732 
812 

2260 299       271* 573 7U.6 

Source: Monthly Reports of Clerks of Court 



TABLE E  (Continued) 
THREE YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE OF CIVIL CASES 

AMD' APPEALS FILED AND CURRENTLY PENDING 
IN THE COURTS OF' MAHXLAND 

WITH PER CENT OF TERMINATIONS 
(Continued) 

69. 

Filed Since Sept. 1. 1955 Pending Aug. 31, 1958 
(3 years) 

Year Per Cent 

Ending LAW EQUITY TOTAL • LAW EQUITY TOTAL Terminated 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Allegany 8/3V56 

8/3V57 
8/31/58 

1*32 
620 
602 

in* 
1*20 
389 

81*8 
101*0 
991 

Total 1651; 1225 2879 129 266 ,' 395 86.2 

Garrett 'B/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

no 
210 
176 

107 
106 
91 

217 
316 
267 

Total h96 301* 800 UJ* 1*1* 158  . 80.2 . > 

Washington 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

U51 
591 
593 

371* 
377 
31*9 

825 
968 
91*2 

Total 1635 1100 2735 131 21*2 373 86.3 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 
Anne Arundel 8/31/56 

8/3V57 
8/31/58 

925 
1051 
1212 

779 
903 
91*2 

1701* 
1951* 
2151* 

Total '• 3188 2621* 5812 713 801* 1517 73.7 

Carroll 8/3V56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

360 
585 
515 

126 
131 
11*2 

1*86 
716 
657 

Total 11*60 399 1859 190 120 310 • 83.3 

Howard 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

198 
271 
336 

102 
132 
153 

' 300 
1*03 
1*89 

Total ; 805 387 1192 99 61 160 86.5 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 
Frederick 8/31/56 

8/31/57 
8/31/58 

385 
368 
276 

285 
'291* 
271 

670 
662 
51*7 

Total 1029 850 1879 208 228 1*36 76.7 

Montgomeiy 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

11*92 
1597 
1508 

1055 
1168 
1096 

251*7 
2765 
2601* 

Total .. U597 3319 7916 1158 868 .2026 '7l*.l» 

SEVENTH dRCUIT 
Calvert 8/31/56 

8/31/57 
8/31/58 

202 
11*8 
n? 

62 
1*6 
71* 

261* 
191* 
186 

Total 1*62 182 61*1* 63 75 138 77.0 

Charles 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

11*6 
161* 
11*5 

101 
101 
113 

21*7 
265 
258 

Total 1*55 315 770 85 11*8 233 69.7 

Prince George's 8/3V56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

1115 
1367 
1772 

1505 
151*8 
1515 

2620 
2915 
3287 

Total 1*251* 1*568 8822 2051* 1321* 3378 61.7 

St. Mary's 8/31/56 
8/31/57 
8/31/58 

195 
172 
155 

11*1* 
163 
11*8 

339 
335 
31*3 

Total •562 1*55- . 1017 '265 229 1*91* 51.3 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
Baltimore City 8/31/56 

8/31/57 
8/31/58 

7320 
8081 
8930 

7089 
7801* 
7379 

11*1*09 
15885 
16309 

. Total 21*331 22272 1*6603 8531* 9576 18110 61.1 

Source: Monthly Reports of Cleiks of Court 



i&a,E F 

70. THRBB IE4R COMPARATIVE TAH^B OP CRDCCHfiL CASES 
AND APPEALS FILED AND CURHENTLY PENDING 

IN BE COURTS OF MARXLAND 
WITH PER CENT OF TERMINATIONS 

FIRST CIRCUIT 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
WlcOTdco 
Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore 
Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 
Predarick 
Montgomei^jr 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Maiy's 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
Baltimore City 

STATE 

FEUSD 
Sept. 1, 1955 - Aug. 31, 1958 

Tears Ending 
(1955)    (1956)    (1557) 

105 
116 
265 
182 

26 
211 
106 
75 
95 

Utf 12U 
90 69 

202 261 
17U 135 

27 
99 
96 
92 

126 

633 
UiO 

1*26 
67 

185 

159 
360 

5679 

1061j8 

143 
71 

12U 
96 
73 

706 
178 

363 
63 

155 

17U 
327 

162 120 
135 U*5 

1025 1222 
9h 136 

6701 

11929 

Source: Monthly Reports of Clerks of Court 

796 
189 

160 191 162 
6k 111 77 

311 3ia 381 

1*01 
76 

167 

U*9 
302 

127 
106 
929 
131 

7513 

12687 

PENDING 
August 31, 1958 

1U 
19 
85 
97 

2 
109 
Ji3 
lii 
58 

323 
U6 

29 
23 
52 

127 
21 
67 

38 
132 

19 
27 

352 
107 

1U68 

3272 

Per Cent 
Terminated 

96.2 
93.1 
88.3 
80.2 

97.9 
71.U 
86.8 
9U.6 
80.3 

8U.8 
90.9 

9U.3 
90.9 
95.0 

89.3 
89.8 
86.8 

92.1 
86.7 

95.U 
93.0 
88.9 
70.U 

92.6 

90.6 



TABLE 0 

COMPARATIVE STUDY OF INCREASE OF LAW AND EQUITY 
CASES PENDING IN THE COURTS OF MARYLAND 

71. 

FIRST CIRCUIT 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore 
Harford 

POURffi CIRCUIT 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
CaLvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
Baltimore City 

End of First 
Statistical Year 

8-31-56 

9k 
ua 
2ljl 
162 

52 
202 
115 
82 
73 

End of Second 
Statistical Year 

2036 
30U 

219 
79 

212 

776 
161 
80 

232 
1161 

106 
106 
1373 
173 

8567 

6-31-57 

llrt 
166 
353 
250 

89 
U06 
169 
llU 
lU 

3566 
1492 

318 
151 
31*6 

1077 
285 
126 

363 
1826 

100 
173 
2358 
333 

1361*1 

End of Third 
Statistical Year 

8-31-58 

171 
11*9 
398 
267 

96 
316 
156 
116 
165 

3165 
573 

395 
158 
373 

1517 
310 
160 

1*36 
2026 

138 
233 

3378 
1*91* 

18,110 

Source:   Monthly Reports of Clerics of Court 



72. TABLE H-l 

COMPARATIVE TABLE 

LAW CASES 

FILED-AND TERtCMTED^3) 

(1950 - 1958) 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore 
Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Allegany 
Oarrett 
Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 
Montgomery 

SEVEHTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 

1950-51 

17U lit? 
173 136 
252 260 
189 195 

172 
273 
IM 
106 
160 

uaii 
155 

591 
lOlt 
362 

596 
263 
197 

351 
1135 

73 
105 

1363 
121 

178 
2US 
73 
77 
76 

695 
73 

531 
91 

339 

308 
277 
181 

867 

5U 
75 

617 
58 

7761i  5829 

16271  11728. 

1951-52 

185 103 
193 159 
275 250 
235 196 

128 
297 
16U 
105 
166 

II18I 
138 

153 

361 

691 
312 
175 

306 
1182 

108 
216 
6U 
89 
58 

761 
52 

316 
127 
321 

290 
297 
ISli 

312 
1238 

65 hi 
170 Vih 
771 31* 
7l» 73 

7U56  5356 

15527  10981 

1952-53 

F T 

216 169 
215 160 
323 29I1 
193 206 

93 
332 
129 
115 
1U5 

1658 
166 

565 
li.2 
303 

936 
373 
193 

365 
1195 

107 
152 
61 
60 
59 

963 
71 

511 
3U7 
202 

290 
III18 

9181  5371. 

18567  11656 

1953-5!) 

1U1 
U09 
133 
163 
151 

2001 
211 

U73 517- 
133 101 
321        3U9 

82 U6 121 
178 168 1« 
1067 102 1181 
182 112 189 

958 
ItlO 
225 

too 
1217 

196 60 
158 106 
325 2811 
I8I1 129 

115 
168 

5U 
71 
72 

909 
83 

398 
109 
290 

387 
376 
208 

351 
1276 

73 
95 

716 
65 

811,7      51iil 

18O6I1     11538 

I 

W51J-55 ' 

None Reported 

162 
188 
150 
122 
167 

2005 
257 

537 
93 

283 

1103 
101 
252 

382 
1287 

161j 
lli9 
155 

97 
82 

1026 
102 

308 
86 

217 

519 

395 
1229 

Hone Reported 
201 15? 

1038 Ij29' 
200 8U' 

I 
6660       5232 

17U98     10937, 

 I 

1955-56 

119 82 
185 106 
325 226 
265 168 

103 
318 
171 
172 
119 

1525 
391 

li32 
110 
liSl 

925 
366        360 
IWi       198 

385 
I!J92 

202 
11(6 

1115 
195 

7320 

83 
226 
108 
123 

9U 

1»66 
2lil 

356 
73 

357 

583 
251 
172 

280 
815 

135 
96 

1.33 
106 

2861 

I7021j      8U1I 

1956-57 

113 
151. 
32U 
298 

96 
361 
171 
137 
US 

159l» 
1)17 

368 
1597 

Source:   Prior to 1S55-S6, Reports of Clerks of Court Hied with Court of Appeals of Maryland; 
1955-56 and thereafter. Reports of Clerks of Court filed with AdministratiTo Office 
of the Courts, 

(a)   Terminations for 1S55-56 en* thereafter include only those cases filed after 
August 31, 1955. 

113 
1I16 
308 
21,3 

79 
266 
132 
125 

92 

798 
312 

1957-58 

123 113 
158 183 
259 222 
287 287 

620        588 
210 126 
591        539 

103 
Ji79 

96 
127 
153 

1721i 
U67 

292 
1191 

1U8 153 
I6I1 139 

J67 736 
172 81 

8081      561i0 

19009     13770 

276 
1508 

111 
512 
LL8 
129 
127 

2007 
U23 

602      5a 
176        181 
593        608 ' 

1051 920 1212 972 
585 505 515 511» 
271        2101        336        290 

2W 
lli33 

112 111 
1U5 135 

1772 1031 
195 110 

8930       7296 

203I18     1771*3 
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COMPARATIVE TABLE 

EQUITY GASES 

FILED AND TERMINATED 'a' 

(1950 - 1958) 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

• Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 
Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 
Hontgomeiy 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St, Mary's 

EIDHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 

1950-51 

115 
96 

211 
72 

199 
50 
51 
77 

957 
207 

U59 
76 

396 

lt91 
127 
78 

262 
820 

39 
80 

1029 
105 

914 
70 

12.5 
69 

U5 
172 
37 
31t 
U3 

738 
132 

286 
67 
310 

359 
93 
7li 

117 
679 

25 
33 

1013 
69 

1951-52 

5583  U712 

II6W1  9386 

138 
85 

197 
76 

66 
202 

h2 
69 
75 

195 

510 
68 
3U0 

52U 
108 
63 

263 

1*6 
73 

1128 
105 

75 
5U 

180 
50 

65 
156 
32 
U8 
52 

688 
137 

312 
57 

270 

377 
83 
61! 

11(9 
738 

31 
U7 
959 
69 

1952-53 

6100  U301t 

12206  8997 

135 86 
108 60 
258 193 
96 US 

67 
212 
78 
59 
72 

1033 
2U3 

U88 
76 

U01 

61U 
96 
76 

290 
880 

U2 
76 

1230 
9U 

60 
160 
3U 
M 
Ul 

509 
1U9 

262 
67 

299 

U03 
82 
57 

161 
806 

22 
66 

989 
65 

1953-5U 

67UO  U927 

13U6U  9590 

156 108 
136 59 
2U0 136 
112 36 

79 
203 
56 
70 
63 

1286 
271 

U68 
80 

li35 

6U3 
123 
72 

286 
969 

U8 
76 

1192 
106 

62 
166 
5U 
51 
55 

U70 
180 

259 
71 

309 

522 
75 
57 

1U9 
7U7 

21 
55 
873 
59 

195U-55 

6700  U8U3 

13890  9la7 

Ho Report 

65 
22U 
71 
61 
71i 

1353 
293 

U19 
8U 

.391 

750 
139 
113 

265 
1019 

71 
158 
39 
kk 
U2 

563 
209 

239 
71 

231 

•U91 
90 
52 

135 
905 

1955-56 

Ho Report 
101    UU 
1251   756 
157    8U 

7277  5U01 

1U107  9625 

131 
119 
313 
107 

73 
205 
101 
70 

106 

1303 
325 

U16 
107 
37U 

779 
126 
102 

285 
1055 

62 
101 

1505 
1UU 

1U998 

7U 
57 

171 
U2 

Ul 
95 
U9 
37 
58 

.326 
171 

273 
65 
256 

3U5 
7U 
U8 

158 
571 

23 
U5 

eiu 
60 

2981 

683U 

1956-57 

139 86 
125 108 
332 236 
130 97 

68 
113 
70 
59 
67 

79 
78 

1505 
315 

29U 
1168 

1957-58 

771 
232 

12 6 112 
106 98 
298 290 
96 79 

U20 353 
106 116 
377   295 

903   733 
131 87 
132 113 

. 79 
268 
81 
73 
10U 

1750 
3U5 

389 
91 
3U9 

239 
909 

U6 U7 
101 59 
15UB 119U 
163 9U 

78OU  U600 

16291  107U6 

'6U 
325 
72 
69 
76 

1868 
308 

333 
79 

307 

9U2   7U2 
1U2   118 
153 

271 

165 

225 
1096 971 

7U 37 
113 63 

1515 1236 
1U8 72 

7379 5115 

15988 1282U 

Source: Prior to 1955-56, Reports of Cleita of Court liled mth Court of Appeals of Maryland} 
1955-56 and thereafter. Reports of Clerks of Court filed with Administratiire Office 

of the Courts. „,.,_. 
(a) 'terminations fl>r 1955-56 and thereafter indlude only those cases filed after 

August 31, 1955. 



7U. TABLE H-3 

COlffARATIVE TABLE 

CRIMINAL CASES 

FILED AND TERMINATED 

(1950 - 1958) 

FIRST omairr 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicojaico 
Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 
Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 
Garret t 
Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 
CarroU 
Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 
Montgomeiy. 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George'i 
St. Mary's 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 

1950-51 

F      T 

59 
,113 
155 
137 

39 
58 
53 
93 

106 

551 
53 

116 
W 

288 

322 
60 

108 

128 
299 

70. 

69 

39 
66 
29 
86 
99 

389 
37 

1951-52 1952-53 

108 

292 

33lt 
56 
93 

72 
201 

71i 
135 
187 
159 

62 
69 
U7 
76 
96 

571i 
71 

198 
56 

35U 

lt30 
71t 

196 

185 
360 

66 
9k 

155 
118 

60 
51 
29 
7U 
58 

1.32 
69 

180 
W 

356 

336 
71 

163 

Ui, 
29U 

93 
91 

215 
108 

29 
W. 
hk 
79 

117 

595 

lii7 
26 

273 

267 
U9 

Ui5 

183 
383 

156 97 
113 90 
688 1.85 
60 1)6 

No Report 

llOOO        3027 

178 lil 103 
10b 85 139 
513 386 1358 

58 30 78 

6081.      5859 

103ii0      ?267 

78 
52 

156 
93 

30 
36 
25 
77 
63 

351 
70 

131 
17 

271 

373 
51 

152 

138 
251 

81 
121. 
927 

37 

1553-5U 

109 
123 
221 
127 

29 
79 
Il2 
87 
68 

562 
10U 

116 
36 

lll9 

373 
96 

159 

168 
351 

75 
62 

168 
73 

29 
56 
38 
89 
77 

332 
91t 

8U 
31 

UOO 

35U 
71 

153 

11.5 
276 

195U-S5 

No Report 

1955-56 

581.3       5702 

1059.0.      9286 

70 
95 
59 
81. 
79 

559 
108 

li9 
55 

128 

hli9 
75 

205 

158 
W3 

68 
109 
55 
75 
78 

loli' 

112 
1.6 

128 

331. 
75 

163 

138 
293 

81. 
117 
892 
135 

59 

67U 
105 

6229      6211. 

10726      971.7 

No Report 
126 131 
91.0 707 
50 29 

6071.       6227 

9936       9213 

3OTrC<"   fS^li0 ^f:56' Eep0rt'' or ClOTks ot i:<mrt mai ^^ Co<lrt of APPeals of MarylaM: 
- J-So^^f hereafter, Reports of Olerta of Conrt filod with Adniaistrative Office 

or the Cotnrta* 

1U2 
90 

202 
17U 

27 
99 
96 
92 

126 

633 
11.0 

160 
6U 

311 

k26 
67 

185 

159 
360 

162 
135 

1025 
91, 

131 
5U 

121 
6U 

25 
68 
91 
81 
95 

U62 
125 

126 
U3 

266 

328 
36 

123 

112 
233 

120 
95 

623 
57 

5679      1.91.2 

1061J8       8U21 

1956-57 

121* 
69 

261 
135 

1.3 
71 

12a 
96 
73 

706 
178 

191 
111 
31a 

363 
63 

155 

171. 
327 

108 
80' 

267 
156 

ho 
51 

107 
81 
86 

61.5 
159 

181. 
55 

3U2 

353 
80 

171. 

190 
298 

1957-58 

105 
116 
265 
182 

26 
211 
106 

75 
95 

796 
189 

162 
77 

381 

Uoi 
76 

167 

11,9 
302 

118 
122 
255 
171. 

29 
153 

85 
87 
55 

705 
177 

17U 
131 
373 

382 
69 

1U3 

U.2 
326 

120 155 
11.5 136 

1222 1132 
136 121 

6701       6501 

127 115 
106 128 
929 1069 
131 76 

7513       6982 

11929  11501  12687  12070 
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TRIALS 

With 2638 law cases reported as having been tried in Maiyland during the 

twelve months covered by this report, the average statewide time span between insti- 

tution and trial was 10.7 months. Before commenting further on this or other aver- 

ages, it is appropriate to invite attention to the fact that a small group of 7^, less 

than three per cent of the 

Months Elapsing Between Filing and 
Trial of Law Cases 
(Jury and Non-Juiy) 

State 
Baltimore City 
Metropolitan 0< 
Other Counties 

All Jury Non-Jury 
Cases Cases Cases 

10.7 12 .U 9.3 
12.1 15.1 9.h 

junties   11.7 11.9 11.U 
6.8 7.U 6.U 

cases tried, had been on the 

dockets over three years. With 

these cases eliminated and com- 

putations based on the remain- 

ing 256U cases, the time span 

is 9*8 months. 

In Baltimore City 

the average delay between filing of a law action and trial was 12.1 months. This 

figure is based on 1197 trials. Again omitting a small group of kk cases which were 

so old when tried as to be so extreme and atypical as to distort the over-all average, 

we develop, as with the statewide figures, a modified mean of 10.6 months between in- 

stitution and trial of the law cases. 

Chart 28 graphically illustrates the number of cases in each age bracket 

being tried in Baltimore City. It is not, however, typical of frequency graphs of this 

nature, as in practice they usually are fairly smooth and appropriately symetrical a- 

bout a modal class near the center. The concentration of the cases at only one end 

pulls the arithmetic mean in that dLrectLon, despite its being weighted, i.e., the 

different values to be averaged receiving different degrees of importance. Consequent- 

ly the modified means or averages referred to in the preceding paragraphs are helpful 

in evaluating the overall picture. 

A marked difference in the speed in liiich juiy and non-jury cases are 

brought to trial was noted in both the statewide and the city figures. In the city 

the average time span between filing and tiial of 560 jury cases was 15.1 months in 

contrast to 9.U months for 637 non-juiy cases. A similar differential is reflected in 
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CHART 28 

AGE  OF LAW   CASES  (JURY 8 NON-JURY) 

TRIED   IN THE COURTS OF BALTIMORE CITY 
SEPTEMBER I, 1956- AUGUST 31,1958 

30 

z 
UJ 
O 
OC 
UJ 
CL 

20- 

10 

417 
434 

386 

/ 

y 

a 

1956-57 

336 

1 
\Z2 '957-58 

307 
~P\   (NUMERALS  AT TOP OF COLUMNS 

248/      INDICATE ACTUAL NUMBER OF CASES) 

98 93 

I 50 
23 13 10 

29 

0-6 

. II 
JZZZL 

30 

20 m 
o 
UJ 
Q. 

10 

12-24        24-36 

MONTHS 

36-48      48-60 60 + 

Source: Table K-l and Third Annual Report of the 
 Administrative Office, of tte Courts. 

Statewide figures, 121*6 jury cases having averaged 12 .ij months between institution and 

trial, and 1392 non-jury cases but 9.3 months. To be considered in this connection is 

whether any reduction in the delay differential between jury and non-juiy trials will 

tend to reduce the proportion of non-jury cases and thereby increase the work on the 

jury docket. 

In many states, it is said, congestion of the court dockets reflects the in- 

crease in cases growing out of automobile accidents, and that the deluge of law suits 

to redress injured persons has resulted in an undigested glut of litigation. Locally, 

as has been pointed out, such cases are not out of proportion to those falling in other 
i 

categories. In fact fewer motor tort cases were tried during the 12 month period 

covered by this report than in the. preceding year, the figures being 88? and 891*, re- 
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Numerical Classification of Law Cases Tried 
in Various Sub-divisions of Maryland 

1957 - 1958 

State 

:2638 

Baltimore 
City 

All 23 
Counties 

Four 
Metro- 
politan 
Counties 

Other 19 
Counties 

All LAW Cases 1197 833 608 

ALL Low JUHT Cases 
Motor Torts 
Other Torts 
All other cases 

12U6 
522 
190 
53U . 

560 
295 
100 
165 

686 
227 
90 

369 

•101 
11*6 
69 

196 

275 
61 
21 

173 

ALL Law NON-JURI Cases 
Motor Tarts 
Other Tarts 
All other cases 

1392 
365 
83 

637 
210 
U3 
38U 

755 
155 
l|0 
560 

U22 
85 
25 

312 

333 
70 

2U8 

Source:    Clerks of Court Monthly Report of Trials. 

Average Elapsed Time Between Institution and Trial 
of Law Cases in Various Sub-divisions of the State 

1957 - 1958 

spectively. Constituting a 

trifle less than one-third of 

the cases tried, this cate- 

gory of litigation actually 

reaching trial also follows 

the population trend with 5>8 

per cent of the automobile 

cases being tried in Balti- 

more City, 26 per cent in 

the state's four metropoli- 

tan ring counties, and the 

remaining 16 per cent in the 

other nineteen counties of 

Maryland. 

Based on the time 

span table for individual 

counties. Chart 29  should be 

considered in light of the 

number of cases tried, as de- 

picted in Tables J-l and J-2. 

They reveal, for instance, 

the time lag for jury cases 

in Kent County to be based 

on but seven trials, and that in Frederick County on eight trials. The number of 

cases in each age bracket is listed in Table K-l. 

During 1958 the tiire lag across the nation was 9»k months between institution 

and trial of personal injury cases tried before a jury. Compiled by the Institute of 

Judicial Administration from information submitted by courts reporting from the ijfi 

states as well as from the District of Columbia, the figure is 1.3 months less than in 

the preceding year. 

State • 

10.7 

Baltimore 
City 

All 23 
Counties 

Four 
Metro- 
politan 
Counties 

Other 19 
Counties 

All LAW Cases 12.1 9.6 ' 11.7 6.8 

All Law JURY Cases 
Motor Torts 
Other Torts 
All Other Cases 

12 .li 
13.3 
114.3 ' 
10.8 

15.1 
15.2 
16.7 
1U.1 

10.1 
10.7 
11.7 
9.3 

11.9 
12.7 
12.7 
11.1 

7.1* 
7.3 
8.2 
7.3 

All Law NON-JURY Cases 
Motor Torts 
Other Torts 
All Other Cases 

9.3 
ll.)i 
10.U 
8.1* 

' 9.U ' 
11.3 
ll.U 
8.2 

9.2 
11.3 
9.2 
8.5 

n.l* 
13.3 
12.1* 
7.1* 

' -6.1* 
8.2 
1*.3 
5.9 

Source: Clerks of Court Monthly Report of Trials 
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JURY & NON-JURY CASES 

Statewide 

Law Cases 

Motor Torts 
Other Torts 
All others 

All eases 

Tried 

1956-57 

S9h 
202 

LSlU 

2710 

1957-58 

887 
273 

Ui78 

2638 

Time Lag 

1956-57 

31.9 
13.1 
8.5 

10.2 

1957-58 

12.5 
13.1 
9.2 

10.7 

] Baltimo ce City* 

Tried             , i          Tine Lag 

1956-57 1957-58 1956-57 1957-58 

535, 
108 [ 
615, 

505 
11*3 
5U9 

12.5 
1U.9 
10.U 

13.5 
15.0 
10.0 

1258' 
i 

1197 11.7 12.1 

* For the year 1955-56 the Time Lag in all law cases was 16.U months in Baltimore City. 
Median figures for all law cases: 1955-56, lii.l monthsj 1956-57, 9.5 monthsj 1957-58, 9.2 months. 

The rapidity with -which such cases are brought to trial in Baltimore City 

compares favorably with the time spans in other jurisdictions having large populations. 

Borrowed from the Calendar Status study conducted by the Institute of Judicial Ad- 

ministration, the comparative figures pertaining to personal injuxy jury cases are 

listed on page 80. 

Complete familiarity with court dockets, pleadings, the nscessity for hear- 

ings on preliminary matters, and other detail in preparation of a case for trial 

leads to the conclusion that a time lag of a year between institution and trial of a 

personal injury suit is not necessarily excessive. A certain amount of delay is es- 

sential, the very mechanics of preparation in many cases, especially those with multi- 

ple defendants, sometimes re- 

quiring longer than twelve 

months. 

Though conscious of 

ihe opinion prevailing else- 

where that any time lag over 

six months should be consider- 

ed excessive, this office be- 

lieves that so long as the re- 

cords emanating from the 

AVERAGE ELAPSED TIME BETWEEN 
INSTITUTION AND TSIAL OF LAW CASES, 

BOTH JUHf AND NON-JURX 
Seotember 1, 1957 - August 31, 1958 

I 

Jury Non-Jmy 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

7.6 
10.8 
12.0 
13.6 

7.2 
7.1 
6.9 
5.3 

Baltimore 
Harford 

15.7 
9.7 

15.1 
10.U 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

11.2 
6.2 
6.9 

7.8 
6.0 
3.2 

Cabrert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Maiy's 

5.2 
7.1 
8.8 
7.1 

7.U 
U.6 
6.7 
7.1* 

Jury Non-Jvuy 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

Frederick 
Montgcmexy 

1*.2 
8.3 

17.7 
5.1 
1*.9 

6.0 
6.9 
5.6 

15.1* 
11.6 

Baltimore City     15.2 

2.8 
3.1 
7.3 
1.7 
l».l* 

8.2 
1*.5 
6.U 

9.5 
13.3 

9.5 
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CHART 29 

AVERAGE ELAPSED TIME 
BETWEEN  INSTITUTION  a TRIAL OF  LAW   CASES 

(JURY 8 NON-JURY) IN THE COURTS OF   MARYLAND 
SEPTEMBER 1,1957 - AUGUST 31,1958 

DORCHESTER ggggggggl ! 

SOMERSET '^^^XX^XKKk 

WICOMICO ^*XA><xxx,*xx^x*i 
WORCESTER g^.flJSX'^XXXXXXWI 

CAROLINE ^S^^l   ! 

CECIL ^XXXXXXXXE 
KENT ^xxxxxx^xxxyxxxy*^ 

QUEEN ANNE gg^AX*! | ! 

TALBOT m&X?i, J 
BALTIMORE ><^XXXXX><^xxxxy^y^ 

HARFORD^9^XXXXX><l ' i 

WASHINGTON ^XXXXXXI, 

ALLEGANY Sg^XXXXl, . 

GARRETT ^XXX^XXl 
JURY 

] NON-JURY 

ANNE ARUNDEL ^XXXXXy^XXXX 

CARROLL ><X,XXXX^ j 

HOWARD s.y.x.yxyxxi      : 
FREDERICK "XXXXX.XX.X.XX^XXXXVgl 

MONTGOMERY ^X^XXXXXXXX^L 
3 

CALVERT ^XXXXXl 

CHARLES ^XX.X^XXI 

PRINCE GEORGES ^XXX^X^X^I 

SAINT MARYS ^AXXXXXEl 

BALTIMORECITY ^^^^^^^ZZXZXXS 

Source:    Clerks' Monthly Report of Tiiala 

10 

MONTHS 

15 20 
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Jurisdiction 

Baltimore City (98U,000) 

Personal Injury Jury,,Cases 
' (Sampling only) 

Superior Court, Cook County, 
Chicago, Illinois, (U,S08,792) 

Circuit Court, Cook County, 
Chicago, Illinois, (3,620,962) .    v 

Supreras Court, Queens County, 
New York City, (1,550,8U9;) , 

Superior Court, Fairfield County, 
Bridgeport, Connecticut, (50U,3U2) 

Superior Court, Hartford County, 
Connecticut, (539,661) 

Court of Common Pleas 
Cleveland, Ohio, (1,389,532) 

(a) Months elapsing between Issue and Trial. 

: Average Time^ 
I  (Months) 

11.3 

57.3 

38.2 

3810" 

31.5 

28.5 

26.5 

.clerks' offices reveal a vast majority of the cases are being tried within less than 

0.2 months after being filed, and that a goodly percentage are tried within six mon-ths 

of filing, the courts of Maryland are not so congested nor; the time lag in the trial 

;of cases so long as to entirely preclude sympathetic consideration and possibly some 

laxLty in the disposition of legitimate requests for delay in active litigation which 
t _ i 

lis on the trial docket. This comment, obviously, is not applicable to that sluggish 

mass of immovable cases constituting the backlog of. dead wood to which we previously 

| •.--,!.-"• 

alluded. 
i .•:'...:••' 

I Equity 

I Equity hearings reported for the State totaled 2300, with but 622 or 37 per 

^cent being in Baltimore City. While the dates of filing and trial are reported to the 

Administrative Office, the detailed time averages computecl are not considered to be as 
i' 
imeaningful in matters limited to the chancery courts as they are when applied to law 
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and criminal cases. Under "hearings" in the Equity courts the Clerks report all cases 

heard on their merits as well as all subsidiary motions heard, included, of course, 

are obvious trials of cases in which the court is required to hear testimony, consider 

facts and render a final decision on the merits, as well as innumerable other matters 

in Equity, such as petitions for temporary injunction, to change awards, to intervene, 

for fees, demurrers and exceptions to accounts; One or several of the motions in this 

latter group may be filed and heard in an Equity case before the bill is heard on its 

merits. Consequently, the time span averages applicable to the original td.ll of com- 

plaint would be considerably affected by the intervening motions. This is in contrast 

to cases at law where supplemental motions are not so reported by the Clerics and not 

included in computations. 

It is to be observed, however, that in Baltimore City, wherein a total of .' 

622 Equity hearings were reported, induiing some of all of the several types meafcioned, 

the time span figure is but 7.8 months. In no county jurisdiction was the time in-! 

terval between filing and trial more than twelve months. In fact, in all but 'five of 

such courts the tijne interval, as computed from dates submitted, was less than six, 

months. Table K-2 carries the number of Equity hearings reported in each age group. 

Criminal 

There were 8679 criminal cases reported as tried in Maryland during the 12 

month period covered by this report, with the unexplained phenomenon being that in 

only 398, or U.6 per cent, were jury trials requested. In Baltimore City, where over 

60 per cent of all the Criminal cases in the State were tried, only in l.U per cent of 

them was a jury trial e^cted. This figure compares with 9.6 per cent for the counties. 

Parenthetically, all defendants appearing in the criminal courts of the state must 

make a decision as to whether they will be tried before a juiy, or by the presiding 

judge without a jury. The interval between indictramt and trial of such cases in Mary- 

land is negligible. The coDpletion of a certain number of cases as a result of the 

entry of a Stet or Nolle Proseque, or by being reconsidered and ignored by the Grand 

Jury, or abated by death accounts for the differential between the number of cases re- 

ported tried and the number terminated. 
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I 
CRIMINAL CASES T2IED IN THE • 

COURTS OF MARYLAND 
September 1, 1957 - August 31, 1958 

l 

Number of Cases Tried 
! Interval Between 

Indictment and Trial 

Jury Non-Jury 

State of Maryland 398 8281 

Baltimore City 75 5320 

All Counties 323 2961 

Metropolitan Counties^a^ 158 1603 

Other 19 Counties 165 1358 

i    Jury 
(months) 

i      2.6 
l 

3.0 

3.1 

2.2 

Non-Jury 
(days) 

U3 

33 

62 

70 

52 

(a) Anne Aiundel, Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George's. 



TABLE J 

LAW, EQUITY AND CRIMINAL CASES TRIED 

IN THE COURTS OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1.  195?      THROUGH AUGUST 31.  1958 

83. 

CIRCUITS 

F 

I 

R 

S 

T 

DORCHESTER  COUNTY 

SOMERSET  COUNTY 

WICOMICO  COUNTY 

WORCESTER  COUNTY 

S 

E 

C 

0 

N 

D 

CAROLINE COUNTY 

CECIL COUNTY 

T 
H 
I 

R 
D 

KENT  COUNTY 

QUEEN   ANNE'S  COUNTY 

TALBOT  COUNTY 

BALTIMORE  COUNTY 

F 

0 

U 

R 

T 

H 

HARFORD COUNTY 

ALLEGANY COUNTY 

GARRETT COUNTY 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

1.  APPEALS INCLUDED 

MOTOR 
TORT 

108 

17 

12 

30 

LAW 
OTHER 
TORT 

26 

CONDEM- 
NATION 

17 

CONTRACT 

15 100 

u 11 

16 

OTHER    1 TOTALS 

....... NON- JURY JURY 

.       12 
3 9 

EQUITY ' 

107 

12 

_1Q_ 
25 5 

_32_ 
18 lU 

18 
5 13 

10 

17 

13 

CRIMINAL 

TOTALS 

JURY Uffiiy 

8 1(9 

11 

71 

70 

lit 
7 7 

31? 
135 181i 

13 

21 

22 

39 

21 

10 11 

.65 
30 35 

53 . 
12 ia 

15 

23 

98 

78 
25 53 

38 
10      ,       28 

108 
Ui 9U 

107 
5 102 

63 
6 57 

6g 
8 57 

51 
9 li2 

61 
3 58 

63li 
11* 620 

288 

59 

79 

11*3 
12 131 

96 
15 81 

115 
10 105 

232 
16 216 

2.     INCLUDES HEARINGS ON SUBSIDIARY PETITIONS AND MOTIONS AS WELL AS TR 
AO-A9 IAL OF CASES ON THEIR MERITS. 



TAHLE J (Continued) 

8U. 
LAW, EQUITY AND CRIMINAL CASES TRIED 

IN THE COURTS OF MARYLAND 

SEPTEMBER 1.  1957      THROUGH AUGUST 31|,   1958 

• 
LAW EQUITY CR IMINAL 

CIRCUITS 

r0
T«r OTHER 

TORT 
CONDEM- 
NATION 

CONTRACT OTHER    1 TOTALS 

JURY 
NON- 
JURY 

TOTALS 

JURY 

TOTALS 
NON- 
JURY 

F 

1 

F 

T 

H 

ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY 33 12. 16 50 28   j 132- 
39 100 

185- 
27 

339 
312 

CARROLL  COUNTY 15 7 Hi lit 25  : 15- 
31 

91 
11 

51i 
1*3 

HOWARD  COUNTY u 6 2 0 3k 16 
16 30 

67 

9 
108 

99 

S 

.' :•' 
X 

T 

H 

FREDERICK  COUNTY 5 2 5 8 -      8 26 

8 20 

159 

5 
109 

101* 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 28 29 10 37 39 ; 
92 51 

1 

3U 

18I» 

150 

S 

E 

.V 

E 

-,N 

T 

H 

CALVERT  COUNTY 7 0 10 0 16 j _33_ 
17 16 

10 

5 
33 

28 

CHARLES  COUNTY U 1 0 6 2 ! 13_ 
6 7 

6 

13 

29 
16 

PRINCE  GEORGE'S  COUNTY 62 27 35 10 98 I 232 

11*5 87 

303 

83 

60U 

521 

ST.   MARY'S  COUNTY 15 3 i 3 81 30 

7 23 

67 
3 

59 

56 

8 
|T 

H 
BALTIMORE  CITY 505 ly n 300 238 1197 

560 637 

622 

75 
5395 

5320 

T 
0 

; T 
A 
L 

STATE 

  

886 273 183 595 701 2638 

12U6 1392 

2300 

399 

8693 

.   8291* 

l!     APPEALS   INCLUDED 

:2.      INCLUDES HEARINGS ON SUBSIDIARY PETITIONS AND MOTI ONS AS WELL AS TRIAL OF CASES ON THEIR MERITS. 
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AGE OF' LAW CASES. TRIED 

September 1, 1957 - August 31,=1958 

FIRST CIRCUIT 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicoraioo 
Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore 
Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

FIFTH  CIRCUIT 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

SIXIH CIRCUIT 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's. 

TOTAL 

BALTIMORE CITY 

TOTAL CITY 
and COUNTY 

Totals 

12 
30 
32 
18 

12 
21» 
12 
12 
Hi 

319 
21 

65 
53 
78 

139 
75 
1*6 

28 
lii3 

33 
13 
232 
30 

UOil 

1197 

2638 

Less 
Than 
3 mos 

6 
k 
5 • 
2 , 

36 
6 

12 
27 
37 

21 
25 
20 

h 
12 

k 
3 

60 
7 

317 

197 

511* 

3-6 

36 
3 

23 
9 

17 

ia 
12 
13 

9 
8 

5U 

6-12 

280 

220 

500 

2 
1U 
9 
9 

1 
10 
3 
3 
2 

68 
6 

22 
13 
10 

1*8 
33 
12 

13 
75 

20 

70 

12-18 

1*51 

336 

787 

71 
2 

13 
2 
1 

2 
29 

1 
23 
5 

177 

207 

381* 

18-21* 

50 
1 

1 
13 

1 
11* 
2 

110 

100 

210 

2lt-30 

29 
3 

58 

56 

ill* 

30-36 

10 

18 

55 

36-1*2 1*2-1*8 

11 

1*8-51* 

19 

10 13 

51*-60 
Over 
60 

29    11* 10 

11 

11* 

Source: HontUy Reports of Clerics of Court 



86 • TABLE K-2 
i 

I 
t 

1 

AGE OF EQUITY MATTERS HEARD, 

September 1, 19S7 - August 31, 19# 1 

1 Less 
  

Than Over 

Totals 3 raos 3-6 6-12 12-18 18-2U 2lj-30 30-36 36-U2 U2-U8 Ii8-5U 5U-60 60 

KIRST CIRCUIT 
Dorchester 107 57 19 15 k 7 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Somerset 3 1 2 
Wicondco 13 7 2 2 2 
Worcester 11 2 6 1 2 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
Caroline No Eq ity 
Cecil 71 35 2U 8 2 1 1 

Kent 13 8 k 1 
Queen Anne's 15 U 2 1 1 
Talbot 23 13 5 1 2 2 

IHIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore 98 25 20 21* 10 8 U i   2 2 l 2 

Harford 9 5 2 2 

TOURIH CIRCUIT 
'! 

Allegany 288 200 57 18 5 u 1 ,   1 1 1 

Garrett 59 35 10 8 6 
Washington 79 61 9 6 2 1 

FIFTH CIRCUIT  . 
Anne Arundel 185 103 27 21* 8 6 6 2 l 1 7 

Carroll 91 70 12 5 3 i 
Howard 67 27 23 11 3 1 1 1 

j 
SIXTH ciRCurr 
Frederick 159 117 25 Hi 1 1 l 

Montgomeiy 1 1 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
Calvert 10 10 
Charles 6 1 2 1 2 o 

Prince George's 303 207 U7 29 8 6 3 1 2 
1 St. Mary's 67 U3 11 8 1 1 2 

i TOTAL 1678 1037 305 183 58 39 20 !   8 5 2 3 J» 11* 

BALTIMORE CITY 622 236 135 127 53 35 13 13 l 2 U 1 2 

TOTAL CITY 
and COUNTY 2300 1273 UliO 310 m 7U 33 : 2i 6 u 7 5 16 

i 

• 
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Central Assignment 

In 1955 a Central Assignment Bureau was created in Baltimore City and pro- 

vision made for conduct by it of a central assignment system for the trial of cases 

filed in the law and equity courts. In operation since March 1, 1955, the bureau is 

headed by a Commissioner, who supervises and.administers its work. It maintains sepa- 

rate trial dockets of jury cases, non-jury cases, and of cases filed in the equity 

courts, which are numbered in rotation as they are placed on the respective dockets 

and all cases stand for trial at the beginning of each term. Cases assigned for trial 

but not tried for two tenus of court are referred to an Assignment Judge for dis- 

position. 

Under the system whenever any judge finishes the trial of a case, the next 

one on the list is automatically sent to him for trial. Consequently, all preliminaiy 

motions are not necessarily heard, in fact generally are not heard, by the judge who 

eventually presides at the trial of the case. This system, it is conceded, gets more 

cases tried than under the method of referring a large group of cases to individual 

judges and letting them conduct separate and independent assignments. 

In order to keep the assignments sufficiently large to assure continuous 

trial of jury cases in Baltimore City, each day many are called but few are chosen. 

During the September Term of Court 1957 (U weeks), a total of kSh9  cases in tte daily 

preliminary assignments resulted in but 516 cases being marked "ready11 and placed in 

the final assignment for trial. Obviously, there were innumerable "repeats" in the 

preliminary assignments, and, of course, some cases in the final assignments were 

settled before reaching actual trial. 

During the entire September term of court, with its 66 trial assignment 

days, there was an average of 70 cases in each day's preliminaiy assignment, of which 

eight cases or m.5 per cent would be ready for trial. The longer span covered by the 

combined January and May teiros of court disclosed little change in the picture, there 

having been an average of 82 cases in the daily preliminaiy assignments, of which but 

seven were in the final assignments. That the tenpo of the preliminary assignments 

was materially increased with little change in the number of cases marked "ready" as 
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loo- 

se 

60H 

40 

20H 

0 

CHART 30 

AVERAGE  NUMBER OF JURY LAW CASiES 
IN  THE  TRIAL ASSIGNMENTS        j 

OF THE COURTS  OF BALTIMORE CITY I 
1957- 1958 

f     1 PRELIMINARY   ASSIGNMENT 

;    ••FINAL  ASSIGNMENT 

t : 

.V       • 107: 

9 

109 
l 

1 

i 

i 

• ..   1 
•"•i 

i 

5 

101 

8 

94 

9 

86 

8 

83 

8 

82. 

7 

70 

8 

60 

5 

58 

8 

42 

7 

33 

6 

SEPT. OCT NOV.   DEC. SEPT JAN. FEB. MAR. APRIL MAY   JUNE JAN. 
TERM MAY 

TERMS* 
•THE COURTS DO NOT RECESS BETWEEN THE JANUARY AND MAY TERMS OF COURT 
AS THEY DO BETWEEN THE SEPTEMBER AND JANUARY TERMS.i 

MOO 

80 

1-60 

40 

1-20 

0 

Source:    Assignment GommissLoner of-Baltimore City. 

each term of court progressed is shown in Chart 30.    The figures therein, which dis- 

close the average number of cases in the daily assignment each month and each term, 

refer only to cases on the Commissioner's jury trial docket.    In addition, he prepares 

separate assignments of non-jury law cases. Equity cases, as well as administrative ap- 

peals. ! 

The time lapse between cases being placed on the'trial dockets and their 

subsequent trial in Baltimore City is materially less than [that between filing and 

trial.    For 5>!?U jury cases heard after being on the trial docket, only six less than 

the total reported tried, tiie average time span was 9.0 months, as compared with the 
i 

time lag of 15.1 months between filing and trial. An average time span of only S»h 

months between placement on the trial docket and trial was computed for 562 non-jury 

cases, a sharp contrast to the 9.5 months between filing and trial of 637 such cases. 
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Cases Tried Between 
Sept. 1, 1956 and Aug. 31, 19£8 

which had been filed prior to Sept, 1, 1955 

1956-57   1957-58 

1  Statewide 572       lh6 

Baltimore City 333       91 

Baltimore County 117       31 

All Other Counties 122        2k 

89. 

Other than those purporting to show the cases actually tried, the tables 

throughout this report refer only to cases filed since September 1, i955» They do not 

take into account terminations of 

cases filed prior thereto. Obviously 

there were cases on the court dockets 

when this office began its collection 

of statistical data, although for 

convenience a fresh start was made 

and such old cases not included in 

the tabulated statistics. When first 

these records were maintained, all of 

the cases ready to be tried came from 

this group of older cases. With the passage of time the number of cases tried each 

month were drawn increasingly from those instituted subsequent to September 1, 1955. 

Throughout the state, during the twelve months covered by this publication, only 1J+6 

of the old cases were among those reported tiled, a marked contrast to the 572 oH 

cases tried the previous year. 

The bulk of the li|.6 old cases 

tried were in Baltimore City 

and Baltimore County, the 

number heard in these two 

jurisdictions totaling 91 and 

31, respectively. Comparative 

figures for the past two years 

are listed above. 

In Baltimore City 

with the creation of the Cen- 

tral Assignment Bureau and its 

new trial dockets, some 3U55 

law cases from the old jury 

Percentage of Cases Tried in Baltimore City 
"Which Were Riled Prior to September 1, 1955 

Dates            Per cent Time Span 

First 6 months 
9/1/55-2/28/56...       .95.0 .18.0 mos 

•Second 6 months 
3/1/56 - 8/31/56        59.0 13.7 mos 

Third 6 months 
9/1/56 - 2/28/57         30.7 11.9 mos 

Fourth .6 months 
3/1/57 - 8/31/57        16.8 11.5 mos 

Fifth 6 months 
.9/1/57- 2/28/58        10.U 12.7 mos 

Sixth 6 months;.  • • 
3/1/58 - 8/3V58         U.l 11.k  mos 
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i 

COMPARATIVE DATA OF CASES DISPOSED OF AND PEMDING 
OS  THE TRIAL ASSIGNMENT DOCKETS OF THE 

LAW COURTS OF BALTIMORE CITT 

Manner of Disposition 

1956-57 
(12 months) 

June 23, 1956 
to 

June 21, 1957 

Verdicts and Judgments 

Administrative Appeals 96 

Unnumbered Cases 252 

Others 1067 

Settled 192li 

Non Pros and Dismissed 203 

Miscellaneous 16 

TOTALS 3558 

1957-58 
(12 months) 

i  June 22, 1957 
to 

June 25, 1958 

151 

189 

1056 

2206 

81 

210 

3893 

Cases Added 

Pending End of Year 

Jury 
Non-jury 
Administrative Appeals 

3391 

2621 

2171 
102 
38 

3709 

2651 

1958 
(6 months) 

June 26, 19$8 
to 

December 22, 1958 

53 

171 

391 

851 

38 

lOh 

1608 

dockets were transfer- 

red to them, of •which 

98 Jjk per cent have been 

disposed of in the h2 

months since the organi- 

zation date* Hence, of 

23lUi cases on the jury 

docket at the opening of 

the September 1958 Term 

of Court, only 53 repre- 

sent the old group* 

Likewise mth the non- 

juiy cases, there being 

but 30 cases remaining 

of the llj67 originally 

taken over by the As- 

signment Commissioner 
j 

when he assumed control. 

During the i 

September 1955 term of court, 95 per cent of all the cases tried in Baltimore City were 

from the older body of cases* As newer cases were added to the docket and intermingled 
i 

in the daily assignments with the old, the new cases gradually gained predominance, ac- 

counting for 96 per cent of the cases tried during the six months ending August 31, 
i 

1958. Concurrently, the time span between institution and tidal became materially 

less, as the table at the bottom of the preceding page discloses* 

Latest reports of the Commissioner, which are computed each June and Dec- 
i 

ember, reveal 3123 law cases pending on the trial dockasts as of December 22, 1958, of 

which 2726, or 87 per cent, are jury cases, 362 are on the rion-juxy docket, the re- 

mainder being administrative appeals. Statistical compilations of recent reports sub- 

1908 

3123 

2256 2726 
356 362 
39 35 

Source:   Assigamait Coranlssioner of Baltimore City 
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COMPARATIVE DATA OF CASES DISPOSED OF AND JEHDING 
ON THE TRIAL ASSIGNMENT DOCKETS OF THE 

EQUITY COURTS OF BALTIMORE CITY 

Manner of Disposition 

Decrees and Orders 

Settled 

Dismissed 

Referred to an Examiner 

TOTALS 

Cases Added 

Pending End of Period 

General Equity Cases 

Domestic Cases 

Source: Assignment Commissioner of BaHAinore City 

1956 
(6 months) 

1957 
(6 months) 

1957 
(6 months) 

1958 
(6 months) 

June 23, 1956 
to 

January 3. 1957 

Januaiy h,  1957 
to 

June 21, 1957 

226 

June 22, 1957 
to 

December 18, 1957 

227 

December 19, 1957 
to 

June 25, 1958 

256 

Decs 

65 87 . hZ 

37 38 78 

UU 61 61. 

377 1.13 .  10.0 • .. 

209 367 

• 

1.87 

686 518 1.72 515 

283 230 186 172 

1(03 '288 2814 31.7 

1958 , 
(6 months) 

June 26, 1958 
to 

December 22, 1958 

235 

52 

6 

75 

368 

31.5 

1.96 

178 

318 

nrLtted to this office reveal the preceding comparative data of cases disposed of and 

pending, the figures applicable to Equity matters being separate from those pertaining 

to law cases. Detailed breakdown of Equity figures are not available for periods 

prior to January U* 1957• The report of the Central AssLgMient Bureau for the six 

months prior to said January hth merely listed 686 cases on the general and domestic 

Equity dockets. 

Pre-trial 

Obvious because of their absence are reports of pre-trial conferences. 

Literature on the subject being voluminous, it is inappropriate to devote any sub- 

stantial portion of this report to lengthy discussion. Suffice it to say that while 



92. : 
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never fomally adopted by rule of Court as a part of the orderly procedure in the dis- 

i 
position of cases in Maryland, it nevertheless has been used informally by some 

j 

members of the judiciary, authority to so do being within their inherent powers.    Sug- 

gested as a means of combatting congestion because it offers the possibility of con- 
i 

ciliations and expedites the trial of cases, pre-trial has articulate advocates, while, 

on the other hand, meeting in some instances deep rooted passive resistance.    Its ad- 

vocates have met with contentions that pre-trial is but a clut) to force settlement, 

that it usurps the ri^its inherent in the adversary system of : trial and that in its 
i 

broader aspects it reaches far outside the conference room improperly delving into re- 
i 

ports and other records* ' 

On the contrary there is thinking to the effect that pre-trial not only will 

facilitate friendly settlements, but also, in other cases, will speed trials by per- 

mitting the judge to eliminate the non-essentials from the pleadings, focus the issues 

in dispute, simplify them where possible, pass on the necessity or desirability of 

amendments, obtain admissions of documents to avoid unnecessary proof, limit expert 

witnesses, and pass upon other matters which will result in actual trial time being 

shortened. In jurisdictions where the backlog of cases awaiting trial creates a more 
i 

serious problem than exists in Maryland, it is argued that the use of preliminary 

hearings before judges or temporary officers is the only effective method of dealing 

with the situation. ' 
L . .• . •       . •  i . 

Locally, personal records kept by one of the judges disclose settlement of 

125 out of a total of 358 Equity cases in which informal pre-trial conferences were 

conducted.    Likewise, pre-trial conferences in 73 law cases resulted in 30 being 

settled. j 

Table J, showing cases tried, not actual trials, are only 

skeletal froms of the activities of the judges and do not reflect all work of- 
i . i 

ficially incumbent upon them. Nor do they necessarily indicate the number of cases 

over which a particular judge presided. Judges travel from county to county within 

their own judicial circuits as the work requires, especially! in the first and second 



93./' 

circuits where there are counties without a resident judge. In addition many of the 

judges accept designations or assignments from the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals 

which take them into jurisdictions other than those in which they normally reside 

(Page 29). 

Domestic Relations Division 
of the Supreme Bench 
of Baltimore City 

Created by order of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City without altering the 

structural pattern of the courts, the Domestic Relations Division of Hie Supreme Bench 

of Baltimore City, or "Family Court", has a full-time Master in Chancery, who is. pro- . 

vided with hearing room facilities. To the Master are referred all matters relating to 

•unpaid orders for alimony, support of wives and children, and bastardy. He also hears 

such other Equity domestic cases, other than divorces, as the Court may refer to him. 

When willful non-support is indicated, or contempt of Court, he submits the matter for 

Court action. 

Families with domestic disputes have their cases heard at informal confer- 

ences to the end that they may be settled "out of court", and in instances where sup- 

port orders are indicated, support agreements are negotiated. Cases in which settle- 

ment can not be effected are prepared for hearing in Court. All petitions for tempor- 

ary alimony and for increase or decrease in payment under equity orders are referred to 

the Master for preliminary attempts at settlement. All attachments and orders to show 

cause in alimony and support cases are also referred to him. 

In evaluating the "Family Court", it may be said it relieves the Judges of 

much time consuming detail in disposing of domestic relations problems, by making cer- 

tain that no non-support or bastardy case goes before the Court on original complaint 

or on default in payment until the Master has attempted to resolve the dispute and has 

submitted a report to the Court. 

The fact that during 1957 the Master heard 3313 (about 2k  cases per day) 

cases, and personnel under his supervision handled 10,3U9 new complaints, gives some 

indication of the magnatude of the division's work. 
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i 
i 

The Judge regularly assigned to the Circuit Court No. 2 is designated as the 
[ 

Domestic Relation Judge. He also sits as Part 17 of the CrLminal Court of Baltimore 
i 

to try criminal non-support and bastardy cases; he also hears, all domestic relation 

cases filed in the Equity courts. Other judges assist him as! circumstances require. 

Unlike the other types of cases processed in the cijty, there was a decrease 

in the criminal work emanating from the "Family Court", the cases set for trial in 

Criminal Court Part IV, either because of failure to reach ari agreement on the origi- 

nal complaint or neglect to comply with an agreement or order; previously effected, 

totaling but 1316 cases, in contrast to 1518 during the preceding twelve month period. 

They were distributed among the following classifications:  ; 
i 

Bas*ardy Desertion Non-support 
Non-Juiy Jury   Non-Jury Jury     Non-Juiy Jmy 

S h9$ h 3$k 1 k$7 

While the judges assigned to preside regularly at the trial of these cases 

during the twelve month period covered by this report heard the bulk of cases, they 
'1 

were assisted from time to time by other members of the Supreme Bench, as noted 
'i 

herein. j 

Jury Non-Jury 

Allen,J. 0 
Byrnes, J. 0 
Carter, J. 0 
Cullen, J. 6 
Harlan, J. 0 
Mason, J. 0 
Oppenheimer, J. 1 
Sodaro, J. 3 
Tucker, J. 0 
Wamken, J. 0 

10 

18 : 
;' 36; 

32 : 
618 
20 ' 
I48 !-• 

U83;. 
Ik 
1^1 
23 ; 

1306 ! 

t    ;' 

1 



95. 

Defective Delinquents 

Chapter U76 of the Acts of 1951* codified as Article 313, Annotated Code of 

Maryland, 1957 Edition, provides for the creation and operation of an institution in 

which defective delinquents can be confined for treatment, rather than for punish- 

ment or deterrance. In addition the Act set up a procedure to determine whether or 

not an individual was a defective delinquent. It defines "defective delinquent" as: 

"For the purpose of this article, a defective delinquent shall be de- 
fined as an individual who, by the demonstration of persistent aggra- 
vated anti-social or criminal behavior, evidences a propensity toward 
criminal activity, and who is found to have either such intellectual 
deficiency or emotional unbalance, or both, as to clearly demonstrate 
an actual danger to society so as to require such confinement and 
treatment, when appropriate, as may make it reasonably safe for society 
to teiminate the confinement and treatment." 

Under provisions of the statute Patuxent Institution was created, an in- 

stitution to which certain defendants in criminal cases may be referred for exami- 

nation and diagnosis to ascertain whether they are defective delinquents under the 

statute. The Institution makes reports of its findings, and individuals declared to 

be defective delinquents subsequently are tried in court, either before a jury or be- 

fore a judge without a juiy, at their own election, the issue being whether or not 

they are defective delinquents. 

It has been held that the Act is not a penal statute and that in character 

it is not unlike statutes providing for a civil inquiry into the sanity of a person; 

that this character is not altered by the fact it deals only with persons who have 

demonstrated criminal tendencies resulting in criminal convictions or by the fact that 

it utilizes some of the traditional methods of adjudication and review that have been 

developed in the criminal law^a'. 

Because of their unique character, cases of this type are not intermingled 

with reports of other cases, but are recorded by the Administrative Office under sepa- 

rate classification. During the twelve month period between September 1, 1957 and 

August 31j 1958, Patuxent Institution found a total of 82 persons to be defective de- 

(a) Eggleston y. State, 209 Md. 50U (1955). 
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linquents and so notified the appropriate authority, that trial of the individuals 
i 

could proceed according to statute.    Of this group $2 were in Baltimore City, the re- 

mainder in the following counties:   Allegany 2, Anne Arundel U* Baltimore 8, Calvert 1, 

Caroline 1, Charles 1, Montgomery 6, Prince George's ?• i 

There were 37 defective delinquent cases tried in[Baltimore City during the 

twelve months covered by this report, the Hon. James K. Culien presiding in each in- 

stance.    Of these, 12 were from the group of 52 filed during the same period, the re- 
j. 

maining 1+0 being cases in which notices that the individuals involved were defective 

delinquents had been issued prior to September 1, 1957• Only in four instances was 

the right to elect a jury trial exercised. Of the 30 notices concerning defective de- 
•    '      •    .   i . 

linquents sent to the several counties during the twelve months mentioned, 21 were 

disposed of, with only two juiy trials having been elected.; 

Juvenile Causes j 

In considering Statewide figures appertaining to juvenile cases it should be 

remembered that in four counties such matters, being handled at the magistrate level 

instead of by the judges of the Circuit Courts as in the remaining counties under the 

Juvenile Court Act of 191+5, are not reported to this officej.      Those counties are 
l   . •    •• •• 

Allegany, Montgomery, Prince George's and Washington.   After December 15, 1958, how- 

ever, the Circuit Court for Prince George's County will have exclusive jurisdiction in 

JHVSMILE CAUSES FILED ' 

•' :    (1955 T 1958)      .. 
i 

i 
- 

TOTALS 
i 

-•  TYPES 
I 

Delinquency 

I 

Dependency 
and' 

Neglect 
i      ' ' 

Adult 

CiV 
State 

'    Counties 
.State         ......       . 

•   City            "     Counties fCity 
£iais 

•; Counties City 
State      .    . 

Counties 

1955-56• 
1*997 : 

8230 
' 3233 

.     , - ,-5611   .,., 
3399' '2212 : 1311 

21^2 
j       831 '    287 

1*77      . 
190 

1956-57   ' ' 
1*501 

7838 '      "' ' 
3337 

' 5256  ''' 
2901                    231*9 131*8 

2191 l 

,       81*3 252 
397 

11*5 

1957-58 
51*26 

8810. 
31*15 

6100 
361*8                   t2U52     :'; 1557 

2386 ! 
*<."..     1  >   829 :

:  ; 
! 

221 
355 
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juvenile causes. Not induded in the juvenile act just referred to, Baltimore City 

handles its juvenile matters through the Division for Juvenile Causes of the Circuit 

Court of Baltimore City,(a) 

With a total of 88Ul juvenile causes filed in the State, 6100 were in the 

delinquency category, \jhich includes juveniles^) charged with such offenses as arson, 

assault, auto theft, burglary, larceny, robbeiy, truancy, vandalism or with being un- 

governable run-a-ways. The remainder of the cases included 1557 dependency and neg- 

lect matters, and 221 adult cases, which cover situations of parental delinquency. 

Terminations of juvenile matters, that is to say, the cases concluded, have 

totaled practically as many as have been filed, the work of all the courts being cur- 

rent. There is, of course, always a group of cases pending at any one time, new cases 

constantly coming into the courts. 

In addition to the continuation of Table L-l, showing the juvenile causes 

filed, concluded and pending in the Circuit Courts for the Counties and in.the Circuit 

Court for Baltimore City, there has been added to this portion of the report of the 

Administrative Office tables disclosing the disposition of the cases concluded. Set 

up in separate groups, one each for the three categories listed, i.e., delinquency, de- 

pendency and neglect, adult, and a fourth to depict the totals of the other three, the 

figures reveal the preponderance of probations granted over institutional coiranitment, 

as well as the number of cases wherein jurisdiction was waived, as a result of which- 

an individual may be tried on the criminal side of a circuit court or in the Criminal 

Court for Baltimore. 

The number of juvenile cases disposed of does not necessarily indicate the 

total number of hearings which have been required. Some of the cases, such as those 

in which probation originally was granted, may reappear on the Court's docket for 

further hearing and consideration. Juvenile hearings reported by the Clerks of Court 

have been set up in Table L-2. 

(a) Charter and Public Local Laws of Baltimore City, Article 1|, Sections 239-25>7, 
Flack's 19U9 Edition. 

(b) In Baltimore City a person under the age of 16 years. 
In the State of Maryland, other than Baltimore City, a person under the age of 18 
years• 
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OHLE L-l 

I 
JUVENILE CAUSES FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 

IN ; 

THE COURTS OF MARYLAND* 

SEPTEMBER 1.  1957     THROUGH AUGUST 31. 1956 

PENDING AUGUST 31. 957 FILED 1                        ,   TERMINATED 1     PENDING  END OF AUGUST  1958 

TOTAL DELIN. 
QUENCT 

DEPENDENCY 
AND 

NEGLECT 
ADULT TOTAL DELIN. 

QUENCY 
DEPENDENCY 

AND 
NEGLECT 

ADULT TOTAL DELIN. 
, OUENCT 

DEPENDENCY 
AND 

NEGLECT 

• 

ADULT TOTAL DELIN- 
QUENCT 

DEPENDENCY 
AND 

NEGLECT 
ADULT 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

DORCHESTER COUNTY 16 u S 7 77 65 10 2 81 65 9 7 12 U 6 2 

SOMERSET COUNTY S 3 2 0 51 Uo 9 2 1* 33 9 2 12 10 2 0 

WICOMICO COUNTY a 1U 6 1 119 95 18 6 118 96 IS 7 22 13 9 0 

WORCESTER COUNTY 3 2 0 1 66 SU 11 1 63 51 10 2 6 5 1 0 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

CAROLINE COUNTY 6 1 U 1 w 21 22 2 51 22 26 3 0 0 0 0 

CECIL COUNTY 27 « 6 6 70 uu 22 U 73 !   w 19 5 2U 10 9 5 
KENT COUNTY 31 17 8 6 83 U2 36 5 100 SU 35 11 1U s 9 o. 
QUEEN  ANNE'S COUNTY » 7 13 0 128 33 93 2 127 3U 93 0 21 6 13 2 

TALBOT COUNTY 8 6 0 2 70 U3 19 8 69 U3 19 7 9 6 0 3 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 153 70 S9 2l»   . 1651 1252 3SU US 1S06 UU9 310 U7 298 173 103 22 

HARFORD COUNTY 0 0 0 0 20U 125 77 2 202 123 77 2 2 2 0 0 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

OARRETT COUNTY 3 1 2 0 23 8 12 3 23 8 13 2 3 1 1 1 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY US Ul S 2 513 361 llU 38 528 383 116 29 33 19 3 11 

CARROLL COUNTY 8 8 •  0 0 62 U6 16 0 67 53 1U 0 3 1 2 0 

HOWARD COUNTY 0 0 0 0 9h 9U 0 0 9U 9U 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

FREDERICK COUNTY 2 2 0 0 61 58 2 1 63 60 2 1 0 0 0 0 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

CALVERT COUNTY 8 3 3 2 1U 8 U 2 1U 7 6 1 8 u 1 3 

CHARLES COUNTY 18 5 6 7 SO 3U 7 9 62 35 11 16 6 U 2 0 

PRINCE GEOROE'S COUNTY JQYBU ie Cases tiled at Maglstrs a level .urlng pe rlod cove -ed by til .s report 

ST.   MARY'S COUNTY 6 6 0 0 3U 29 3 2 26 21 3 2 U    . U 0 0 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

BALTIMORE CITY UBS 2SU 177 5U 51i26 36U8 1557 221 S006    | 3179 1585 2U2 90S 723 1U9 33 

ALLEGANY.   MONTGOMERY AND WASHINGTON  COUNTIES    WHERE JUVENILE 
CAUSES   ARE   HANDLED   AT  THE   MAGISTRATE LEVEL.  NOT INCLUDED. 



TABLE L-2 99. 

HEARINGS IN JUVENILE CAUSES 

September 1, 19S7 - August 31* 19S8 
September 1, 1957 - August 31, 19£&"' 

• '       r Dependency 
and j 

Delinquency Neglect Adult Totals 
i 

CO 

1 
i 
S 

1 
S m 03 §1 a 

IS 
0 

to 

t 
0 

§1 ' 
m 

•d a 

to 

a 
& 

to 

s 

to 

•s 

iS 

a- to 

0 

c 

0) 5 

to 

•H 

£ 

to 

•a 
fcH 

to 

c 

t 
(0 
ac 

0) 

,2 

c 
t 
3 

to 

•a 
1 

Anne Arundel 355 93 1 kh9 117 32 0 11*9 ; 38 6 0 1*1* 510 131 1 - 61*2 
Baltiraore 1162 31*0 10 1512 1*92 63 22 577 : 29 5 10 1*1* 1683 1*08 1*2 2133 
Baltimore City 3U59 665 0 1)121* 161*9 115 1 1765  ! 227 6 0 233 5335 786 1 6122 
Calvert                   ; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  ! 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Caroline 23 38 0 61 26 32 3 61 3 0 1* 7 52 70 7 129 
Carroll 53 10 0 63 11* 2 0 16 0 0 0 0 67 12 0 79 
Cecil 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   ; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Charles 28 1 0 29 5 1 0 6   ! 8 0 0 8 U. 2 0 1*3 

Dorchester 6k 0 0 6h 37 8 0 1*5 12 0 0 12 113 8 0 121 
Frederick 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I       0 0 0 0 0 
Garrett 8 0 0 8 13 0 0 13 2 0 0 ;      2 23 0 0 23 
Harford 123 111 0 161* 80 1.2 0 122 2 1 0 i   3 205 81* 0 289 

Howard• 93 0 0 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 0 0 93 
Kent I    Sh 63 0 117 29 25 6 60 11 2 0 13 91* 90 6 190 
Queen Anne's \    30 13 0 1*3 51* 16 33 103 0 0 0 0 81* 29 33 11(6 
St. Mary's !     6 

1 
0 0 6 3 0 0 3 1 0 1 2 10 0 1 11 

Somerset 

1 

;     25 0 0 25 2 0 0 2 2 0 . 0 2 29 0 0 29 
Talbot 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1     0 0 0 0 
Wicomico .   110 0 0 110 21 0 0 21 9 0 0 9. 11*0 0 0 11*0 
Worcester '     26 0 0 26 9 0 0 9 

j  

1 0 0 1 36 0 0 36 

Source: Reports of Clerks of Court 



100. TABLE L-3 

JUVENILE    CAUSES    DISPOSED   jOF 

September 1, 1957 - August 31,! 19^8 

ll 
if I 6' 

DELISQUENCY I 
0 

1 

1 
1 
& 
1 

|S 

I* 
| 

! 

1 
1 

b 
! 

j 

! 
| I 

1 
j 8 

« .Q 0 •a . 0 *H w A ti T? 

Anne Ajimdel 52 1 12 173 76 ll 6'; 0 0 0 383 
Baltiinore City 22 710 631 ia3 M •Si •« 0 0 0 3179 
BaLtLmore Couniy Ul SU. 72 532 217 ^ 178 9 16 ll 1368 
Calrert 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 2 0 7 

Carolina 7 0 0 8 •   1. 1 2 0 0 0 22 
CarroU 12 2 0 3? 3 0 1 0 0 0 S3 Cecil w 1 0 16 10 2 1 0 0 0 ts Charlea 3 1 17 9 ll 1 0 0 0 0 35 

Dorchester 28 3 0 11 13 9 1 0 0 0 65 
Ftodericlc lil 0 3 7 28 ll 2 2 0 0 60 
Qarrett 0 0 2 0 1 1 ll 0 0 0 8 
Harford 20 22 3U 29 12 1 5 0 0 0 123 

Howard 15 6 22 28 12 11 0 0 0 0 911 Kent 6 0 0 27 ll 2 « 0 0 0 SU Queen Anne's 52 1 12 171 76 ll 6"; 0 0 0 383 
St. Mary's 2 0 u 7 6 0 2 .    0 0 0 21 

Somerset 3 6 0 l? 6 1 2 0 0 0 65 Talbot 7 0 3 Ill 0 1 18 0 0 0 Ii3 Wicondco 2? 3 21 26 fi ll 9 0 0 0 96 
Worcester 2U 2 8 7 2 ll 0 0 0 0 51 

DEPENDENCT 
and 

NECZ.ECT 

Anne Arundel 
BaltLiaore City 
Baltimore Counly 
Calvert 

Caroline 
Carroll 
Cecil 
Charles 

0 0 0 1 
0 31il W3 1 
1 I16 2 16 
0 0 0 0 

0       92 23 
9     915 183 

10     232 7U 
12 2 

Dorchester 
Frederick 
Oarrett 
Harford 

Howard 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
St. Mary's 

Somarset 
Talbot 
Wlcomloo 
Worcester 

0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 10 

0 
0 

13 
0 

0 
0 
0 

11 

0 
0 
1 

17 

0 16 
0 0 
3 m 
0 0 

001 
000 
03d 
001 

5 

0 
10 

2 
0 

2 3         2 
0 10 
5 2       1 
li 35      10 

0 0         0 
0 7       21i 
0 31       I18 
0 10 

3 
•8 
8. 

116 
1585 

361 
6 

26 
lii 
19 
11 

9 
2 

13 
77 

0 
35 
93 

•3 

0 9 
0 19 
0 15 
0 10 

Anne Arundel 
Baltiaore City. 
Baltimore Comity 
Calrert 

Caroline 
Carroll 
Cecil 
Charlee 

Dorcheeter 
Frederick 
Garrett 
Harford 

Howard 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
St. Mary's 

Somerset 
Talbot 
Wlcomlco 
Woreester 

si 
•PS? 

h 
It 

1 
87 
9 
0 

0 0 
0 0- 
0 1 
0 0 

1 5 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1 
2 

10 
0 

0 
0 
0 

12 

U 3 0 
55 9 0 

7 2 2 
0 0 0 

0 10 
0 10 
0 0          0 
0 0         0 

0 0 0 0 
0 110 
0 0 0 0 
0 10 0 

12 
16 
10 

0 

0 10 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
110 

0 0 
li 5 
0 0 
0 0 

000000 
10 1110 
2 0 10 0 0 
0 0 0 10 0 

* Includes 281i cases re-Instituted for further court determination 

i Source:   Monthly Reports of Clerics of Court 

0 0       29 
55 7      21l2 
1 0       U. 
Oil 

0 3 
0 0 
1 5 
0 16 

0         0 7 
0         0 1 
0         0 2 
10 2 

0 0 0 
0 0 u. 
0 0 0 
0 0 2 

2 0 2 
307 
207 
0 0 2 

s§ 
•p a 

h 
li 

Anne Arundel 
Baltimore City 
Baltimore County 
Calvert 

Caroline 
Carroll 
Cecil 
Charles 

Dorchester 
SVedeiiek 
Oarrett 
Harford 

Howard 
Sent 
Queen Anne's 
St. Mary's 

52 2 
25   mi 
li5     296 

.7 
12 
19 

3 

1    29 

1    li 
0 

I    20 

I    15 
6 

10 
0 
0 

32 

6 
0 

17 
1 

13 185 
796 1269 

81i 555 
1 1 

1 13 
0 39 
0 16 

39 10 

• 0 
3 
3 

51 

22 
0 
0 
6 

li 
30 

28 
32 
21 

79 
512 
229 

3 

li 
3 

13 
li 

16 
29 
6 

16 

12 
5 
1 
6 

Somerset 1     3 6 0 16 8 
Talbot ,      7 0 ll Hi 1 
Viccodco « 5 26 26 in 
Worcester 1   30 2 8 8 1 

96 
969 
289 • 

2 

17 
0 

111 
2 

12 
5 
3 

36 

11 
9 

31 
1 

6 
21 
12 
12 

100 
?5ll 
262 
•   3 

3 
11 

5 
2 

3 
2 
7 

15 

0 
U3 
51 

2 

3 
19 
12 

2 

0 
55 
17 

3 

0 2 
0 3 
0 2 
0 0 

0     528 
7   5006'.. 

1    lil 

51 
67 
73 
62 

a 
63 
23 

202 

91l 
100 
127 
26 

Ui 

118 
63 



TAH£L-li 

COMPOSITE TABLE OF JUVENILE CAUSES 

FILED AND TEBMNATED XH THE 

COURTS OF IftRttAHD 

1950 to 1958 

101. 

. 1950-51 . 1951-52 1552-53 19S3-SU 195U-55 1955-56 1956-57 1957-58 

F      T F T F      T F T F      T F      T F T F T 

TOTALS 5370 ,' 5090 5U81 _, 52U0 675U 1 6085 7673 6689 6778 i S779 8230 J 7283 7838 7917 88ld 8317 

Baltimore City 3608 ; 31.78 36a 3561 UU95 J UlUO l|l|21 3807 UU80 i U013 U997 1 UU2U USca U589 5U26 5006, 

Anne Arundel County 293 1  293 267 267 356 ;  356 1332 1332 358 !  358 U38 ;  U12 U90 U68 513 528 

Baltimore County 731 |  7U7 83U 83U 985 ;  838 976 820 1193 !  796 1588 ; 13U6 1U89 1578 1651 1506 

Calvert County 26 ',       13 16 6 21 |   8 1U . 8 No Report 28 ]       2U UO 36 1U Uf 

Caroline County 71* !     u. U3 39 39 1  51 S3 U8 70 ;   37 U7 ;    UU su 51 US 51 

Carroll County 68 1   68 71 71 76 ;  75 8U 8U 70 1   70 •77 1.  73 91 87 62 67 

Cecil County 60 1  55 58 US 82 |  80 79 55 66 1   63 88 ;   73 62 50 70 73 

Charles Comity 29 !   ZL 36 29 56 1  US 59 Ul SO 1   35 70 ;   58 65 59 50 62 

Dorchester Counly 33 ',       32 33 U7 u? ;    US 52 U9 No deport U3 I   Ul 57 U3 77 81 

Frederick County 28 1   2l» 22 23 UO I : UO 22 19 ,37 ;   35 60 1   60 57 55 61 63 

Garrett County W 0 |   0 0 0 1 |   1 1 1 3 1   3 18 |   17 13 11 23 23 

Harfbrd County 25 I   25 31. 3U S3 1  51 93 92 125 ; 12s 160 |  160 187 187 20U 202 

60 |   63 83 8U SO 1  50 81 30 

i 

65 1  65 68 |   68 108 108 9U 9U 

Kent County 55 I   Ut UU 16 .35 I  33 : 67 57 U6 ; , a 119 I no 1U3 121 . 83 100 

Queen Anne^ County 80 ',       US 90 Ul 118 !  83 91 S3 101 |   U3 11U ',       92 127 129 128 127 
» 

St. Mary's County 29 !   19 16 12 26 |   20 39 30 22 |   13 
i , 

33 1   30 38 35 3U 26 

Somerset County 28 !   2li 17 1U 25 !  18 12 10 No Report UO 1   31 56 60 51 UU 

Talbot County U7 !   3U 57 52 ICQ. I  32 7U UO ,62 !   61 U9 !  Ul 78 78 70 69. 

Vicomico County 5U 1   U9 U5 U5 59 I  56 50' So .. No Report 
i 

133 |  128 107 91 119 118 

Worcester County 22  !   22 2U 2U UO ! ' 27 20 IS No 9^>ort 60 1   51 75 81 66 63 

NOTE:    Juvenile causes are handled at the magistrate level in Allegany, Prince George's, Kontgomeiy and 
Washington Counties.   After December IS, 1958 the Circuit Court for Prince George's County will hare 
exclusive Jurisdiction over juvenile causes in that county*   < 

(1)   In Garrett Counly, prior to June, 1957, the trial magistrate had concurrent jurisdiction with the 
Circuit Court over juvenile causes. 



102. 
Ratio of Cases Per Judge ; 

The work load of the courts, as it is reflected in: the number of cases filed 

per judge is recorded in the tables below, which cany the ratio of judges to cases 
i 

filed and teiminated during the twelve months covered by this report, as well as the 

ratio of civil and criminal cases filed in the different judicial circuits over the 

past several years. 

First Judicial Circuit 

Second Judicial Circuit 

Biird Judicial Circuit 

Fourth Judicial Circuit 

Fifth Judicial Circuit 

Sixth Judicial Circuit 

Seventh Judicial Circuit 

Eighth Judicial Circuit 

RATIO OF CASES FILED PER JUDGE 

Civil Cases Filed Per Judge 

1950-51 

1*27 

U39 

901 

669 

591 

856 

972 

1213 

1955-56 

521 

479 

886 

U72 

830 

80li 

867 

1310 

1956-57 

538 

U79 

766 

556 

768 

857 

7UZ 

1222 

1957-58 

W5 

5a 

857 

733 

825 

788 

815 

125U 

Criminal, Cases Filed Per Judge 

1950-51 

155   ! 
I 

116 : 
i 

201 | 

I 

150   ! 
t 

160 I 

11*2 ' 

1*01* ! 

No Report 

i 

1955-56 

103 

11*7 

193 

131* 

226 

128 

351* 

516 

1956-57 

196 

136 

177 

161 

li*5 

125 

.. 321* 

515 

1957-58 

223 

171 

197 

207 

161 

113 

258 

578 

RAITO OF JUDGES TO CASES INSHTUTED 

September 1, 1957 - Auijust 31, 1958 

Jurisdiction 

,1 
First Circuit 

Second Circuit 

Third Circuit 

Fourth Circuit 

Fifth Circuit 

Sixth Circuit 

Seventh Circuit 

Eighth Circuit 

All* 
Cases 

1/706 

1/692 

1/10511 

IMO 

1/986 

1/901 

1A073 

1A832 

Ratio of Judges To 

*: Juvenile Cases not included 
a ' Qarrett County only 
b Frederick County only 
c Prince George's County not included 

Law 
Cases 

Equity 
Cases 

Criminal 
Cases 

1/276 1/209 V223 

1/319 1/202 1/171 

VU38 1/1|19 1/197 

l/liS7 1/276 1/207 

V516 1/309 1A61 

lAW 1/31(2 1/113 

l/Ui.5 1/370 1/258 

1/687 VS67 V578 

Juvenile 
Cases 

1A01 

V132 

1/371 

1/23 a 

V167 

V63b 

1/33° 

WHO 01? JUDGES TO CASES lERMINATED 

September 1 , 1957 - August 31, 1958 

Ratio of Judges To 

Jurisdiction 
All* 

Cases 
Law 

Cases 
Equity 
Cases 

Criminal 
Cases 

Juvenile 
Cases 

First Circuit I/68I1 1/268 1/193 1/223 1/102 

Second Circuit 1/671 1/332 1/202 1A37 lAliO 

IMrd Circuit V1P97 1/1486 VMS 1/176 i/3ia 
Fourth Circuit 1/922 1/1.57 1/239 1/226 1/23 »• 

Fifth Circuit 1/81,8 1/Ultli 1/256 I/II48 1A72 

Sixth Circuit V836 1A20 1/299 1A17 1/63 b 

Seventh Circuit V837 1/277 1/262 1/278 1/311° 

Eighth Circuit 1/D»92 1/561 1/393 1/538 1/385 

*   Juvenile Cases r 
a   Garrett County c 
b   Frederick County 
c   Prince George's 

ot ihcludec 
nly       j 
oruy 

County'not 
t 

included 



PEOPLE'S COURT(a) 

Presided over by a Chief Judge and three associates, the People's Court of 

Baltimore City has exclusive jurisdiction in civil cases where the amount involved is 

$100.00 or less, and concurrent jurisdiction with "the law courts of Baltimore City 

where the amount involved is more than $100.00 and not in excess of $1,000.00. It is 

a court of record and there is statutory provision for appeal. 

Being a separate entity from the Eighth Judicial Circuit and not having here- 

tofore reported to the Administrative Office, the accompanying statistics and account 

of the Court activities have been made available by the presiding judges for inclusion 

in this volume. 

Unimpeded by historical precedent, the People's Court, "which became a court 

of record in l^lS10',  has set up its administrative procedures vath modem business 

aids. A specially designed cash register which simultaneously registers the nature 

and number of a case, fee paid and date instituted, is a key feature in the accurate 

handling of a large volume of business. 

When a case is filed it mast be on a form specified by the Court, which fcrm 

incorporates both the declaration and the summons in the same document. The plaintiff 

supplies a copy for each defendant. At the time of filing the case is given a number 

and an assignment date. In the event a defendant is not summoned, the plaintiff is so 

advised by postal card. When summoned, however, no further step is required, the case 

coming on for trial on the date assigned. Under this system there is no backlog of 

cases awaiting assignment. 

The smooth flow of litigation through this court, is supervised by the Chief. 

Judge, upon whom rests the responsibility of determining the number of cases to be 

placed in the assignments. This pre-considered figure controls the time interval be- 

tween date of filing a case and the date of trial, the fundamental or ideal interval 

being considered as 35 days, based on experience over the years of the court's opera- 

tion. 

(a) Constitution of Maryland, Art. IV, Sec. I'lA 
(b) Article 52, Section 58, Annotated Code of Maryland, 1957 Edition. 



loii. 

Judicial illness, vacations and holidays require a! fluctuating interval be- 

tween filing and trial. For example, beginning as of June 1st, vacations start to 

cause a time loss, so that the interval expands from 35 days! "to as high as 65, and 

sometimes even 70 days. Then, as regards assignments beginning October 1st, con- 

traction is obtained by increasing the number in each daily assignment, thus reducing 

the interval to take care of the Christmas holiday season during which fewer cases 

will be in the assignments. At the conclusion of this season, the number of cases as- 

signed for trial each day is stepped up, thus again gradually reducing the time inter- 

val. The system is sufficiently flexible to provide for the! prompt trial within less 

. i • • 

than 35 days, if desired, of cases involving unusual situations, such as a wage claim 
. •. •   •      . • i ..... ,       , 

or a soldier being transferred out of the country. 

The foregoing is made possible by the use of a rotation system under which 

one member of the court is assigned as Writ and Rent judge for one week, signing dur- 

ing that period all writs such as distraints, replevins and particularly all summary 

judgments. Other than when engaged in trying summary ejectnfent cases, this judge 
f 

works solely in chambers.    The system permits the other members of the court uninter- 

rupted trial days. I 

A major factor in the operation of the court has bteen the use of either Re- 

gistered or Certified Mail for service of process.    Authorized in 1939(c), it has 
I '• i -'-•••• 

proved successful. ! 

. i   • .• . - 

Manned by 2k clerks and 25 constables, the People's Court personnel pro- 

cesses all enforcements of the court's judgments, including iexecution aixi attachments 

on judgment.    In addition they process the recording of judgments, which, thereby, be- 

come liens upon real property.^) 

i 

(c) Charter and Public Local Laws of Baltimore City (I9k9 Eclition) Sec. UhO as a- 
'    mended by Laws of 1955, Chp. 612; Rules of People's Court of Baltimore City, The 

Daily Record, March 17, 1958, Rules 1 to 7, Part IV - Registered Mail Service. 
(d) Article 52, Sec. 58, Annotated Code of Maryland, 1957 Edition. 



TABLE M 

CASES   FILED   and . TERMINATED 
in   the 

PEOPLE'S    COURT    OF    BALTIMORE    CITY 

105 < 

1?S7 
(Calendar Tear) 

LANDLORD and TENANT 
Summary Ejectment 

Houetng Authority of 
Baltimore City 

Other 

Quit Notices 

Tenants Holding Over 

Forcible Entxy aad Detainer 

Qrantee's Poasessicn Suit 

Distraints 

CONTRACT 
Claims of $100*00 or less 

Claims of more than $100.00 and 
not in excess of $1000.00 

Confessed Judgments 

TORT 
Claims of $100.00 or less 

Claims of more than $100.00 and 
not in excess of $1000.00 

OTHER ... 
Replevin 

Attachment on Judgments 

Attachment on Original Process 

Execution (flFa) 

Baltimore City Tax Cases 

Filed 

12,2U9 

71.911 

-ilSffi 

116 

6,ys 
g06 

i.CA 

2,137 

U8U 

777 

ated(a) 

Tried 
Contested     Ex Parte 

668 ?.86? 

7.360 S8,6U6 

xmx xmx 

?i ' ?7 

? 3 

0 0 

xxxa XIXXI 

632 10i?Z? 

722 u.yu 

raxx xxxxx 

?2? 222 

89U ?33 

W 161, 

xxxzx mxx 
•_ • -' " 

XJUOCX xxra 

Filed 

15.U61. 

83,9?2 

J&. 

13,3U3 

6,808 

JS 

1,090 

2,027 

72? 

733 

—22. 
2.719 

1958 
(Calendar Year) 

TentlnatedU) 

Tiled 
Contested'    Ex Parte 

1,108 7,2U8 

8,697 • 6U101(11 

xxxxx XXXXX 

22 31! 

? 10 

•1 1 

xucn xxxxx 

607 7.900 

7?0 U162|? 

XXXXX xxxxx 

22?„. ?} 

908 ??> 

2? 26b 

inn xxxxx 

0 ? 
xxxxx xxxxx 

0 0 

«»•»»»»«»»»**»»»»»«»**»«»****»*«»»»»»» 

SDIFLEMENTART PROCEEDMIS 

JUDIMKIS OF CODRT RECORDED ON ORDER OF    ' 
PLAINTIFF 

CASES RSIOVED TO EIOHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURTS 

Contract 

Tort. 

Other   • 

APPEALS TO THE BALTIMORE CITY COURT 

Contract  \---- ------ 

Tort ( 

Other        I 

TIME SPAN (b) 
(Average El^sed Tins between Institution and < 
Assigned Trial Dates for the Period) 

Contract Cases 
and 

Tort Cases 

(1957) 
121 

a.nz 

Jk. 

Ii2 days 

(1958) 

8.613 

18 

JL 

176 

-2S2- 

38 days 

(a) Cases Passed for Settlement, Dismissed, Settled, or continued «ith consent of Court, are not included. 

(b) Confuted only fbr Contract and Tort cases; other categories, such as Summary Ejectment, Tenant Holding Over, Orantee's 
Suit for Possession, and Replevin are not Included, as there are statutory provisions fixing the trial date in relation 
to date of filing, to Hhich the Court oonfbnns. 

Source: Clerk of the People's Court1 
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MARYLAND COURT CLERKS' ASSOCIATION ' 

The annual meeting of the Maiyland Court Clerks' Association was held in 

Ocean City, Maryland, August l£ and 16, 1958 with representatives from every clerk's 

office in the State, with one exception, being present. In most instances both -the 

elected clerk and the chief deputy clerk were in attendance; Principal speakers on 

the program included the Honorable J. Millard Tawes,(a) Comptroller of the State, the 

Honorable Louis L, Goldstein(b) and the Honorable William S. James, State Senators 
i     * 

from Calvert and Harford Counties, respectively, and Mr. John P. Mannion, Director of 

the State Employee's Retirement System. Other speakers included Mr. Joseph 0. C. 

McCusker/0) Deputy State Comptroller, and Mr. Rex Beach, Assistant Records Adminis- 

trator. 

The Administrative Office participated in the program, a staff member ad- 

dressing the group on the operation of the courts with particular stress upon pro- 

visions of the recently enacted Post Conviction Procedure Act affecting filing and 

docketing by the clerks of court. The office also acted as; secretariate to the organi- 

zation and circulated to its members mimeographed notes of the proceedings. 

A minute was read in memory of the late Benjamin L. Barnes, Clerk of the Cir- 

cuit Court for Somerset County, and incorporated in the permanent records of the as- 

sociation. It follows: J 

"WHEREAS, it is with profound regret and the deepest sorrow, 
that the Maryland Court Clerks' Association has learned of the 
untimely demise of Benjamin L. Barnes, a faithful and diligent 
Clerk of the Circuit Court of Somerset County, I and a member of 
this Association, and ' 

"Whereas, the said Benjamin L. Barnes did faithfully serve the 
administration of Justice as an Officer of the Circuit Court for 
Somerset County for twenty-five years; commencing in 1931 as De- 
puty Clerk, in which capacity he did serve until 1938, at which 
time he was first elected Clerk; and served in1 that capacity con- 
tinuously thereafter until his passing, and  j 

"Whereas, recognizing that in his said passing, this Associ- 
ation has lost one of its most beloved and respected members and 
the Circuit Court for Somerset County has lost; one of its most 
respected officers, an officer whose natural sagacity, vast ex- 

(a) Qualified as Governor of Maryland January lij., 195>9   ' 
(b) Qualified as Comptroller of Maryland January I4, 1959 J 
(c) Died November 18, 1958 
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perience and inquiring mind, coupled with his unusual ability 
to handle the manifold and intricate details of his position 
and -whose deep understanding of human problems and personal- 
ities did endow him with the necessaiy qualifications for his 
key position in the cause of justice, and 

"Whereas, his presence in this organization will be con- 
stantly missed by those who knew him, 

"Now, therefore, be it resolved, by the Maryland Court 
Clerics' Association on this l^th day of August, Nineteen 
Hundred and ELfty-eight that this expression be spread on the 
minutes of this Association and that copies be sent to members 
of his family." 

Items of business reported on by Committees and discussed by the membership 

included preparation of records going from lower courts to the Court of Appeals, uni- 

formity of recording fees, salaries, conditional sales contracts and a proposed bill 

providing for their destruction after a period of time, prepaid costs, the Legislative 

enactment providing for unifonnity of all papers being recorded among the land records 

of the various Courts, dockets from Justices of the Peace, recording stamp meter 

machines, traders' licenses, court costs, and advanced costs. 

Newly elected officers of the Association are: 

President    - W. Waverly Webb, Prince George's County 
Vice-President - Lawrence R. Mooney, Criminal Court of Baltimore 
Secretary    - Ellis C. Wachter, Frederick County 
Treasurer    - D. Ralph Horsey, Caroline County 

Executive Committee: 

Joseph W. T. Smith 
D. Ralph Horsey * 
Garland R. Greer 
G. Merlin Snyder 
KLleanor G. Owings 
ELlis C. Wachter * 
W, Waverly Webb * 
Henry J. Ripperger 

WiconrLco County 
Caroline County 
Harfoid County 
Washington County 
Anne Arundel County 
Frederick County 
Prince George's County- 
Circuit Court of 
Baltimore City 

1st Judicial 
2nd Judicial 
3rd Judicial 
Uth Judicial 
5th Judicial 
6th Judicial 
7th Judicial 
8th Judicial 

Circuit 
Circuit 
Circuit 
Circuit 
Circuit 
Circuit 
Circuit 
Circuit 

* Officers 



108. FACSIMILES OF FOKMS FOR REPORTING 

CASES TRIED IN THE COURTS 0*j 

MARlLiiWD i 

-   AU MI_1UJ. W.ll.ll 

Date.. 

MONTHLY REPORT OF TRIALS 

THE Cntcurr COUBT OP •. COUNTY 

Page. 

Month of.. 

DOCKET OR 
THIALDOCKKT 

NUMBER 

KIND OF CASS 
iChee* Ona) 

DATE 
CASE 
FILED 

DATE 
ISSUE 

JOINED 

(Law and 
Equity 
Only) 

KIND 
OF 

TRIAL 

f   '    " 

DATES TRIAL HELD           t 
(Include Initials of or Nam* of Judgai 

1 

..          u- »""       . |      OxanAi. 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

S I l { 1 I CU J. 

1 

| 

SUpatun of CUrfc 

Eighth Judicial Circuit 
Report of Trials      j 

Month: 
Date: .   — — — — - Court: r' 

Kind of Caao (Check one) 

Date 

COM 

Filed 

Date 

Placed 

on T. D. 

(D 

Kind 

of 

Trial 

W 

i 

i 

.Datea 

] Trial 

Held 

1 
1 

Judge 

Lmw &l"It7 

.   Docket or 

Trial  Docket    '. 

Number 1 
| 
i 1 

0 

1 
0 

b t 
o I1 

i 
! 

1 
1 
6 

Elapaed 

Time 

C. J. 

; 
_ 1 t 

(1) This date is required as to law cases only. , 
(2) There being no Jury Trials in Equity, other than petitions for Writ de Lunatico Inquirendo, please indicate in this 
column from which Circuit Court the case came. ' 

A6 H J-l 44 
BC 

CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE 
Monthly Report of Trials 

1 Month of 195.. 

Docket or 

Trial Docket 

' Number 

Domestic  Relations 

! *" 
1  Other 

Criminal 

Date 

Case 

Filed 

Datea 

Trial   . 

Held 

Name of Judge 

(Last name or initials) I | | 

Kind  of  Trial 

Court Jury 

1 

Note: Please place all domestic relations trials in their respective columns and all other criminal trials in the column provided. 

See instnietions u to what constitute* "a trial." 



FACSIMILES OF FORMS FOR REPORTING CASES FILED, 
TERMINATED AND FENEING IN THE COURTS 

OF MARYLAND 

109, 

KOtfi ROT.    9A/56 Pago 1 

(LAW) 

Comity 

 Judicial Circuit 

Date   Month of 1$    

MDNTBLT REPORT OF LAW, EQUITY ALID CRIMINAL 
CASES FILED, IERMINATKD AND PENDING 

LAW 
Pending End ELLed Tfenninated Pending Etod 

Kind of Case                     of Previous During During           of This 
Month ttnth Marth               Month 

1. Motor tort -----------         

2. Other tort                 

3. Confessed Judgments    ------ JODOOC     :ooooc 

li. Other contract ---------         

5. Condemnation - —  —   |                  

6. Habeas Conms —                

7. Other Lav          

TOTAL CASES - - - - ___ _„ .^_ __ 

6. Appeals 

(a) Magistrate/People's Court 
Counties  _ ^^__   _____ 

(b) People's Court Baltimore 
City excluding removals -        ___   ___„_       i 

(c) Other Appeals  -        _^^          

TOTAL APPEALS     ___    «„   _„._      - 

TOTAL CASES & APPEALS - - - 

Signature of Clerk 

REMARKS) (Please list aiy miscellaneous matters on reverse side, and do not Insert 
them above.) 

AOM   ROT. 9/V56 

County 

1 
Page 2: 

Judicial Circuit 
V 

Data Month oJ 19 

BQUITT 

Kind of Case 
Pendiis End    FQai      Terrdnated 

Month          ttmth          tenth 

Pending End 
of This 
Month 

10.   Divorce^ Nullity, Maintenance- 

11* Foreclosure - - - • 

12. Other Equity - - - • 

TOTAL • 

Signature of Clerk 

REMARKS: (Please list any ndscellaneous matters on reverse side, and do not in- 
sert them above.) 

AOilO Rev. 11/21/53 

JUVENILE CAUSrS 

13. UNFINISHED CASES PSNDIHG PRIOtt MOUTH 

a* Not apprehended or not ready for 
hearing 

b. Pending and ready fbr hearing 
c. Sub-curia pending investigation 
TOTAL (13)    

11;.    PBTITIOMS FILED DURINO MONTH 

16.    TOTAL ONFIHISHBD CASES END OF MCMTH 
(13 and lU mlixus 15) 

HEARD103 DUKIKG MOWTH 

Page 3 
(JWUNILEJ 

CASKS CONCUTOED 
  — 

a. JurisdictZ'dn waived 
b. Charge not suatainea-Not Guilty 
c. Charge sustained - dismissed Hlth 

  — 
warning or by aojustraent 

d.   Probation   — 
e.    Inatltutional Commltnent 
f.    Commitinent to public or private 

agency 
g.    Otner conclusion or disposition   
h.   Fined XXAX XAJOC 

1.   Sentence Suspenaed 
j.   Sentenced 
TOfAl. (15J  

a. Hearings 
b. Rehearlngs 
c. Hearings on support 
TOTAL  

(MfflqUalW*) 

A0#3   Rev. 9/1/56 Page h 
(CRQaxiAL) 

Judicial Circuit 

Pending End    Hied     Tenninated   Pending End 
of Previous   During       During of This 

Month Maith Mmth Month 

17. Bastardy 

(a) by Information  • 

(b) by Indictment — - - • 

18. Desertion and Non-support 

(a) by Information • 

(b) by Indictment - - — • 

19. All Other Criminal • 

TOTAL CASKS - - • 

20. Magistrate Appeals 

(a) Traffic Law violations • 

(b) Other ---• 

TO'iXL APPEALS - - • 

TOTAL CASES & APPEALS - - • 

Signature of Clerk 

REMARKS* (Please list any miscellaneous matters on reverse side, and do not insert 
them above.) ' 

\ 








